Paper of the Communist Party of Great Britain 




Ukrainian 
members of the 
Committee for a 
Workers’ 
International 
defraud the left 
- see pp6-7 

























In defence of 
democratic centralism 


weekly- , 3 ? 

September4 2003 494WOUkei* 


LETTERS 


y remarks on democratic 
centralism have pro¬ 
duced a flurry of letters 
(July 31, August 21, 28). 
That is good. Given the monstrous 
crimes of ‘official communism’, the 
general deterioration of the left’s 
theory and culture and the current 
plague of Trotskyite sects - all of 
which falsely claim to operate demo¬ 
cratic centralism - knowledge concern¬ 
ing this fundamental principle of 
communist organisation is sorely lack¬ 
ing. Ignorance abounds. 

Not surprisingly then, with one or 
two honourable exceptions, our cor¬ 
respondents trot out standard bour¬ 
geois and anarchistic prejudices - 
consciously or otherwise. Revealingly, 
though they light-mindedly dismiss 
democratic centralism, no coherent, let 
alone effective, alternative plan of or¬ 
ganisation is offered. 

Richard Griffin at least has the vir¬ 
tue of openly rejecting elections, de¬ 
mocracy and centralism, along with all 
political parties of the working class. 
Citing Mikhail Bakunin, he suggests 
that what we “Marxists really want is 
power, not change”. Brev Kantanov 
is certainly of that opinion: Lenin was 
“committed to communist power, not 
communist ideals”. 

Despite wanting to build a party - 
“a genuine alternative to Labour” - 
Janet Brett insists in her turn that a Bol- 
shevik-type party “has no relevance” 
to the United Kingdom of 2003. Such 
a party heralds nothing but “rule by 
the opportunist bureaucracy” and the 
dictatorship of an elite. In similar vein 
Terry Liddle believes I suffer under the 
illusion that Britain 2003 is no differ¬ 
ent from tsarist Russia 1903. Even 
then, in Russia, Lenin’s What is to be 
done? “ended in the dictatorship of 
Stalin”. Tony Green likewise attacks 
the Bolshevik tradition and writes of 
the “inevitability” of “tyranny in 
power.” 

Bany Biddulph claims kinship with 
Bolshevism. That does not prevent 
him from liberalistically recoiling from 
military metaphors when applied to 
party organisation and repeating half- 
baked nonsense about the Bolshevik’s 
failure to “emphasise democracy”. For 
good measure he too rounds on Len¬ 
in’s What is to be done? - apparently 
written under the baleful influence of 
Karl Kautsky. It denigrates workers: 
alone, they are unable to develop any¬ 
thing beyond trade union conscious¬ 
ness. A benign helping hand from the 
intelligentsia is needed. Lenin actually 
argued that trade union struggles 
could not by themselves generate 
Marxist consciousness. An evident 
truth. 

Phil Pope admits that perhaps 
democratic centralism might have been 
required in autocratic Russia. However, 
it is “not necessarily applicable today”. 
His real agenda is, though, hardly dif¬ 
ficult to discern. The formation of com¬ 
munist parties - in the period 1920-21 - 
is not celebrated, but mourned, as 
having had “disastrous” conse¬ 
quences. Grigory Zinoviev, president 
of the Communist International, is lam¬ 
basted for ordering affiliates to “adopt 
the ‘21 points’ detailing correct party 
organisation”. 

Obviously all the above is neces¬ 
sarily just a thumbnail sketch; and for 
similar reasons of space my reply 


must be brief. 

Let us begin by dealing with the for¬ 
mation of communists parties and the 
21 conditions for membership of the 
Communist International. 

The Second International func¬ 
tioned as little more than “a letter box”. 
As a whole it disastrously failed the 
test of World War I. Outside Russia, 
however, the leftwingers who with¬ 
stood the war hysteria and later rallied 
to the defence of the October Revolu¬ 
tion were, typically, shambolically or¬ 
ganised and often under the 
leadership of untrustworthy and un¬ 
stable centrists. 

The purpose of the 21 conditions 
was to forge the Communist Interna¬ 
tional into a “fighting organ of the in¬ 
ternational proletariat”. Condition 13, 
for example, demands: “Parties belong¬ 
ing to the Communist International 
must be organised on the principle of 
democratic centralism. In this period 
of acute civil war, the communist par¬ 
ties can perform their duty only if they 
are organised in a most centralised 
manner, are marked by iron discipline 
bordering on military discipline” (VI 
Lenin CWVol 31, Moscow 1977, p210). 

A prescription perfectly understand¬ 
able, given the times; and certainly the 
goal of building parties capable of suc¬ 
cessfully leading a global revolution 
is one we earnestly aspire towards. It 
would certainly be grossly irrespon¬ 
sible to put democratic centralism off 
till a “revolutionary situation”, where, 
in the chilling words of comrade Brett, 
MI6 is “canning communist organisa¬ 
tions and when our activists are be¬ 
ing taken away in the night by the 
police”. Bolting horses and closing 
stable doors come to my mind. 

And, of course, it was not Zinoviev 
- Lenin’s much maligned lieutenant - 
who was responsible for the 21 con¬ 
ditions. Rather Lenin himself. He origi¬ 
nally drafted 19 conditions, which 
were subsequently added to in the 
course of debate at Comintern’s 2nd 
Congress before being adopted al¬ 
most unanimously - there were two 
dissenting votes. 

We shall now turn to the claim that 
a direct link exists between the pro¬ 
gramme of Marx and Lenin on the one 
hand and Stalin’s gulag system in the 
1930s on the other. This is a notorious 
calumny advanced by, amongst oth¬ 
ers, Karl Popper - he ahistorically 
traced Stalinism back through Lenin 
and Marx to Hegel, Calvin, Plato and 
ancient Sparta. George Monbiot re¬ 
peats similar mbbish in his recent book 
The age of consent: Marx “introduced 
the justification for numberless atroci¬ 
ties”. 

Frankly, one might just as well blame 
Jesus the Nazarite for the catholic 
church, the horrors of the inquisition. 
South Africa’s apartheid system, the 
US Christian neo-conservatives, Ian 
Paisley, Blairism, etc. 

Stalin’s gulag system was the prod¬ 
uct of the world revolution’s defeat 
and suffocating isolation in backward 
Russia. Imperialist capitalism and its 
social democratic agents in the work¬ 
ers’ movement were primarily respon¬ 
sible for that - not the Bolsheviks and 
Lenin. 

With the first five-year plan in 1928- 
29 Stalin and his faction launched a bu¬ 
reaucratic counterrevolution within 
the revolution. Millions - above all the 


old Bolsheviks - were killed. Commu¬ 
nist names, trappings and symbols re¬ 
mained, but were given an entirely 
opposite content. To wilfully refuse to 
recognise such a cardinal fact is un¬ 
pardonable. 

What of democratic centralism it¬ 
self? For Marxists it is an entirely un¬ 
problematic concept. Without central¬ 
ism the hugely powerful capitalist 
state can never be vanquished; nor 
can the rule of the working class be 
exercised or maintained without de¬ 
mocracy. 

Before and after the revolution we 
favour uniting the efforts of the work¬ 
ing class to the maximum effect. De¬ 
mocracy provides the best conditions 
for that. For example, we favour a fed¬ 
eral republic of England, Scotland and 
Wales. But this is a transitionary de¬ 
mand. Lenin too viewed the Soviet 
Union as “the surest step towards the 
most lasting union of the various na¬ 
tionalities of Russia into a single demo¬ 
cratic centralised Soviet state” (VI 
Lenin CWVol 27, Moscow 1977, p207). 

Justifiably we lay great stress on the 
Bolshevik Party’s organisational meth¬ 
ods and principles - they did after all 
lead the world’s first socialist revolu¬ 
tion. Not to leant from them is to delib¬ 
erately disarm oneself. Hence my 
forthright rejection of the complacent 
and thoroughly harmful notion that 
democratic centralism is only applica¬ 
ble to tsarist Russia and conditions of 
severe oppression. 

Yes, the term was formally adopted 
first by the Russian Social Democratic 
Labour Party at its 3rd Congress in 
1906 - it temporarily reunited Bolshe¬ 
viks and Mensheviks. Nevertheless, 
democratic centralism has much older 
antecedents. 

At the London congress of the 
Communist League - November 30 to 
December 8 1847 - the Marx-Engels 
team oversaw its transformation into 
what their outstanding biographer, 
David Riazinov, describes as a “demo¬ 
cratic centralist organisation” (D 
Riazinov Karl Marx and Fredrick 
Engels: an introduction to their lives 
and work New York 1973, p75). Lead¬ 
ing committees were to be elected and 
every member was obliged to pay 
dues and be active. Minorities had to 
submit to majorities, but freedom of 
criticism was permitted - basically so 
long as it did not disrupt definite ac¬ 
tions or run counter to agreed princi¬ 
ples. 

The informed reader will already 
have spotted that the RSDLP’s adop¬ 
tion of democratic centralism occmred 
not in the benighted depths of tsarist 
oppression. On the contrary there was 
unprecedented political liberty - won 
by a nationwide revolutionary up¬ 
surge which reached its zenith with the 
Moscow uprising of December 1905. 

Against the anarchist dilettantes, 
parliamentary cretins and trade union 
routinists of her day, Rosa Luxemburg 
subsequently argued that the lessons 
of Russia were indeed “applicable to 
Germany” (R Luxemburg The mass 
strike London nd, p53). All I need to 
add to that assessment is that the les¬ 
sons of Russia are also applicable to 
Britain 2003. Those who deny it actu¬ 
ally turn their back on the historic ex¬ 
perience of the real movement of the 
working class • 

Jack Conrad 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Disgrace 

I thought Tina Becker’s comments at the 
Brent convention of the left were a dis¬ 
grace (‘Brian for Brent’, August 21). They 
show how far we have to go in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance in building an alternative 
to Labour. 

She spent most of her speech attack¬ 
ing the Socialist Workers Party in front 
of people who were perhaps turning up 
to an SA meeting for the first time. The 
howls of outrage came not just from 
SWP members but from many others 
who, while sharing many of her criticisms 
of the SWP, believe that these should 
be raised in SA meetings - not public 
meetings to select a candidate. 

Many of us made this point to com¬ 
rade Becker after the meeting, but she 
refused to take them on board, preferring 
to claim that the SWP were trying to take 
over the alliance and drive everyone else 
out. Is the CPGB preparing to go the way 
of the Socialist Party? 

Sectarianism is putting the interests of 
one group before the needs of the 
movement. You often proclaim how 
open and non-sectarian you are, but here 
was the worst example of sectarianism I 
have seen since the SWP picketed a 
court in West London where Greenham 
Common women were being tried for 
entering the base. The slogan of the 
SWP - “only workers’ power can stop 
the bomb” was correct, of course, but 
utterly cretinous and sectarian to shove 
it in the faces of anti-war activists com¬ 
ing out of court. 

So, please, get a hold of yourselves 
or you’ll fragment an alliance which, for 
all its many faults, is beginning at least 
to have the left talk to each other rather 
than taking their ball and going home in 
a sulk when they don’t get their own 
way. You are right: Brent East is a big test, 
but we will fail if we can’t have a mini¬ 
mum of fraternal debate and unity in 
action. 

Padraic Finn 
email 

Ukraine scam 

I suppose we should be flattered that 
Mark Fischer’s article, ‘Attack of the 
clones’, on the fraud against the work¬ 
ers’ movement in Ukraine ( Weekly 
Worker August 28) takes much of its 
information from our website (www.bol- 
shevik.org). Unfortunately, we are not 
surprised that the Weekly Worker can¬ 
not be relied on to reproduce informa¬ 
tion accurately. In particular, Fischer’s 
fertile imagination comes up with the 
following: 

“A leading Workers Power comrade 
was boastfully displaying a photograph 
of the organisation’s recent world con¬ 
gress to an International Bolshevik Ten¬ 
dency member. Standing on either side 
of the said WPer were two Ukrainian 
comrades - they were instantly recognis¬ 
able. They were the IBT’s key comrades 
in their own Ukrainian section.” 

In fact Workers Power approached us 
in a principled and non-sectarian man¬ 
ner to verify identities and inform us of 
what they knew about the scam. We very 
much appreciate this, and the coopera¬ 
tion other organisations have shown in 
sharing information. It is typical of the 
Weekly Worker brand of ‘journalism’ 
that, in his haste to gloat, Fischer did not 
bother to check the facts. 

As for the substance of the accusa¬ 
tion of“oil-slick internationalism”, I quote 
our statement on the Ukraine scandal: 
“We will learn from this experience as we 
continue to work to extend the IBT in¬ 
ternationally, but we do not expect to be 
able to avoid all risks.” 

The CPGB takes no such risks, and is 
content to build an organisation only in 
Britain. That is your choice, comrades. 


but it is not internationalism. It was not 
Lenin’s internationalism, and nor is it 
ours. 

Alan Davis 

IBT 

Kiwi guru 

I was most amused by the article describ¬ 
ing how an enterprising group of young 
Ukrainians had conned a number of rep¬ 
licant sects. Particularly amusing was 
that the International Bolshevik Ten¬ 
dency was one of those conned. 

New Zealand has had the dubious 
pleasure of having the largest IBT sec¬ 
tion - at one point in the early 1990s 
about 20 people. The IBT’s gum is also 
based here. As the political going got 
tougher in the mid to late 1990s, the NZ 
IBT - expert in how to make a revolu¬ 
tion everywhere in the world, but un¬ 
able to give its own membership much 
in the way of serious Marxism - went 
into serious decline. These days it con¬ 
sists of five harmless, middle class 
white folk in Wellington who are barely 
active politically. 

Last year they dragged themselves 
out of the mothballs and away from their 
dinner parties for a few months of half¬ 
hearted activity on the margins of the 
anti-war movement. All five even 
showed up at an Anti-Capitalist Alliance 
educational weekend in Wellington. Lis¬ 
tening to a tiny group of posh people, 
who have never recmited a single indus¬ 
trial worker or a single Maori or Pacific 
Island member (quite a feat in NZ!), rab¬ 
bit on about the right line in Palestine, 
Ireland, Nepal and so on is an entertain¬ 
ment in itself. 

At one point I did comment that I 
might be tempted to take what they said 
more seriously if they ever recruited some 
workers. This caused some chagrin 
among a couple of their more histrionic 
members. I was informed that they did 
have proletarians in their ranks: namely 
in the Ukraine (you see, they are inter¬ 
nationalists, and so to comment on the 
absence of workers in their organisation 
in NZ was apparently an indication of a 
nationalist deviation on my part). 

At the time they picked up a “Ukrain¬ 
ian section”, I thought it was quite odd. 
Why would any serious political person 
join the IBT these days, let alone a group 
in the Ukraine? How did they even come 
in contact with the IBT, given its near- 
dormant state? It didn’t really make any 
sense to me. 

Now, of course, thanks to your article, 
all is explained. Unfortunately, I suspect 
that while most of us will be laughing 
even louder about the IBT idiots and 
their daft pretensions, what little remains 
of their membership is probably now too 
stupid (or stupefied by years of ‘train¬ 
ing’ in this bizarre, wee outfit) to draw 
any critical conclusions from this sting. 
Indeed, I suspect that none of the vari¬ 
ous left currents involved in this amus¬ 
ing affair will link it to their warped 
notions of ‘internationalism’ and ‘party¬ 
building’. 

Philip Ferguson 
Christchurch 

Libya link 

I am a leftwing communist activist from 
Russia and I know about the scandal in 
the Ukraine. In Russia a lot of left activ¬ 
ists know about it. Everybody is angry 
about this fraud with Vernik, who is a 
traitor to the working class. 

I know the real name of a man who is 
pictured on the IBT’s website (http:// 
www.bolshevik.org/ukrscandal/ 
ivan.htm). His name is Ilya Budraitskis 
and he is very well known in the Rus¬ 
sian left movement. He fives in Moscow 
and is one of the leaders of the Russian 
left organisation, Socialist Resistance, an 
official section of the Committee for a 
Workers’ International. 

A lot of left people over the world are 
interested to know whether the Russian 
leadership of the CWI is aware of the 
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Ukrainian scam. As Ilya Budraitskis is 
involved, that proves that the Russian 
leadership also knew about it. Besides, 
the Vernik scam has been talked about 
on Russian left mailing lists for years, so 
everybody heard about it long ago. 

I also know that CWI people from 
Russia and the Ukraine have links with 
the Libyan embassy. The Libyan em¬ 
bassy has given money to the CWI and 
the CWI every year organises a summer 
camp in the Crimea (Ukraine), where eve¬ 
rybody studies the ‘green book’. 

It is a political crime to take money from 
the dictator Gaddafi instead of fighting 
against his regime. Many people in the 
left movement knew about this link be¬ 
tween Gaddafi and the CWI and even 
CWI members did not deny it. 

Alexei Safin 
Russia 

Editor’s note: We publish the CWI’s 
statement on pp6-7. 

WP Ukraine 

Readers may be interested to know that 
Workers Power are still refening to ‘their’ 
Ukrainian section on the home page of 
their League for a Fifth International. 
Time for an update, perhaps? 

Andy Hannah 
email 

AWL 

methodology 

Jim Denham of the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty protests too much against Tony 
Greenstein (Letters, July 31). He states 
that “anti-semitism is still a potent force 
in British society”. Now, whilst it is nec¬ 
essary for socialists to condemn imme¬ 
diately and forthrightly any evidence of 
anti-semitism, just as would be the case 
with any other form of racism, one must 
keep things in proportion. 

If one looks beyond the fringe of fas¬ 
cists and ‘Luton Talibanistas’, one will 
find that anti-Jewish sentiments are con¬ 
siderably less apparent amongst the 
British public than hostility towards 
blacks and Asians, and especially to¬ 
wards refugees of whatever ethnical or 
national background. But if one equates 
hostility to the state of Israel on account 
of its treatment of the Palestinians with 
anti-semitism, then, of course, the latter 
will seem a major factor in British poli¬ 
tics, especially on the left. 

An anecdote will illustrate this. Not so 
long ago, I was in what passes as Lon¬ 
don’s political salon (a cafe in Kings 
Cross) with A1 Richardson, the editor of 
Revolutionary History , and the AWL’s 
Sean Matgamna. Both A1 and I adhere 
to a single- state solution for Israel/Pal¬ 
estine, believing that the inhabitants of 
the area should be citizens of one state, 
all enjoying equal rights regardless of 
ethnicity or religion. Nothing outra¬ 
geous, one might think - a little utopian 
in today’s climate perhaps, but hardly 
objectionable.Farfromit,I’mafraid. Sean 
promptly informed us that this was an 
‘anti-semitic’ standpoint, because it “de¬ 
nied Israel’s right to exist”. In vain did 
we try to explain to him that we denied 
the right of any state to define its citizen¬ 
ship on the basis of ethnicity or religion; 
no, we had an “anti-semitic” attitude 
towards Israel, and that was that. 

It’s a strange old world, isn’t it? Ac¬ 
cusing someone of holding an anti-se¬ 
mitic - ie, racist - stance is not only a very 
serious charge against a socialist; it is in 
this case particularly absurd. Here we 
were, arguing against citizenship being 
based upon race, only to be accused of 
racism. That's dialectics for you. 

It’s worth looking at the methodology 
of the AWL. It seems to be based upon 
a finding political positions that have 
not been claimed (or at least not claimed 
for a long time), or if they are shared by 
others, then extending them by a redue- 
tio ad absurdum. A cynical observer 
might call it finding a niche market. As 
an erstwhile supporter of the now de¬ 
funct Revolutionary Communist Party, I 
am all too well aware of how left groups 


mark themselves out by exaggerating 
existing positions, or by going to ex¬ 
tremes in opposing other ones. 

With the RCP, I still don’t know how 
much of this was the product of a con¬ 
scious decision to be different or extreme, 
or whether the positions adopted were 
the end-product of searching for a theo¬ 
retical focus around which the group 
could operate. Perhaps the marketing 
and the theorising aspects were inextri¬ 
cably merged. I imagine that it’s the same 
with the AWL; it’s very familiar. 

Let’s look at the AWL’s positions one 
at a time. Now, it could be advantageous 
to adopt Shachtmanism, as there hasn’t 
been, as far as I can tell, a Shachtmanite 
group in Britain since the early 1950s, 
and the bureaucratic collectivist analy¬ 
sis of Stalinism does provide a different 
and, for newcomers to the left, novel al¬ 
ternative to the ‘workers’ state’ and 
‘state capitalist’ analyses that have been 
the norm in British Trotskyist circles. A 
possible market niche here, and space 
for a long-lost theory to be profitably 
revived. There could, however, be prob¬ 
lems, as we all know where Shachtman 
ended up. 

Now to Israel and Palestine. Britain’s 
largest left group, the SWP, and many 
individual leftists, go for a mono-statal 
solution, and are strongly critical of Zi¬ 
onism. Other individual leftists and the 
occasional group go for a two-state so¬ 
lution. A marketing approach aimed spe¬ 
cifically at opposing the SWP would 
suggest the latter solution, along with 
an exaggerated approach to distinguish 
oneself from the other two-staters; com¬ 
bine this with a legitimate concern about 
the SWP’s shenanigans with the mul¬ 
lahs, and we end up with the AWL go¬ 
ing soft on Zionism and making 
groundless accusations of anti-semitism. 

Moving to Yugoslavia, the SWP, 
along with various individual leftists (in¬ 
cluding me), took a neutralist position, 
seeing the break-up of Yugoslavia as a 
disaster, and condemning all nationalist 
chauvinism and thuggery. Many of the 
smaller fry and various other individual 
leftists aimed most if not all of their criti¬ 
cisms against Serb chauvinism. Now, 
marketing would suggest an anti-Serb 
line, but exaggerated, hence the non¬ 
sense about ‘genocidal primitive Serbian 
imperialism’, and (to put it politely) the 
AWL’s almost invisible opposition to 
Nato’s war in 1999 - and its neglecting to 
mention for at least a year that one im¬ 
mediate result of Nato’s war was the ex¬ 
pulsion of 200,000 Serbs and other 
non-Albanians from Kosovo. There 
could also be a trace of Shachtmanism 
coming in here. As a few misguided left¬ 
ists saw the lump Yugoslavia as a ‘work¬ 
ers’ state’, a Shachtmanite might 
respond by seeing it as hell on earth, in 
the way that the latter-day Max Shacht¬ 
man considered Stalinism to be qualita¬ 
tively worse than liberal democracy. 

The AWL seems to want it both 
ways. On the one hand, it attempts to 
present itself as a healthy alternative to 
the existing left with all its weird and 
wonderful obsessions. In reality, its pa¬ 
pers and journals and its members and 
supporters are obsessed with these 
obsessions. Recent issues of the AWL’s 
Solidarity have looked at great length 
at the disgraceful witch-hunt that Gerry 
Healy ran against the group 20 years 
back. But its indignation sits uneasily 
alongside the ease with which the AWL 
wrongly accuses other leftwingers of 
anti-semitism and of being apologists for 
Serb chauvinist thuggery. 

Paul Flewers 
email 

English pig 

I found your article, ‘Scotland and Eng¬ 
lish nationalism’, interesting ( Weekly 
Worker June 26). We Sassenachs south 
of Hadrian’s Wall endure over-represen¬ 
tation by Scottish constituencies at 
Westminster, an uneven distribution of 
social funds resulting from the Barnett 
formula, along with the anomalies of the 
West Lothian question. Frankly I wish I 
were a Scot. Democracy is terrific and if 


you’re a Scot you get a lot more democ¬ 
racy for your money than if you are Eng¬ 
lish - thanks a load, Tony Blair! 

Look at foundation hospitals. Frank 
Dobson (English MP) proposed an 
amendment to the Health and Social 
Care Bill on July 8. The Scottish execu¬ 
tive had already said, ‘No thanks, no 
foundation hospitals in Scotland.’ Yet 
the issue was a hot potato in England. 
Tony Blair faced a huge backbench re¬ 
bellion from English MPs, indicating that 
foundation hospitals were not welcome. 
TB won the vote with a majority of just 
35. Why? Because 47 MPs returned 
from Scottish constituencies voted 
against the amendment. This matter was 
of no interest to those MPs or their con¬ 
stituents. Have they no conscience? 

But then I’m English and I’m getting 
pig sick about the quantity of democracy 
that you guys get in the Celtic fringes. 
The good news is that TB is not that 
popular now in England and the chick¬ 
ens are coming home to roost in 2005. 
An revoir, TB. 

And au revoir, socialist types with no 
desire to work. Wake up to market 
forces. Come the next election, you may 
have to work for a living and not rely on 
public handouts. There’s no such thing 
as a free dinner - you’ve got to work for 
a living in the real world. 

Howard Dyson 
email 

Low 

expectations 

Chairman Andrew Murray did not grant 
me die opportunity to say this at die Stop 
the War Coalition 2nd People’s Assem¬ 
bly on August 30. 

The declaration of the 2nd People’s 
Assembly contains the following para¬ 
graph: 

‘This People’s Assembly further de¬ 
mands an end to the illegal Anglo-Ameri¬ 
can occupation of Iraq, the transfer of 
political power in Iraq to representatives 
of the Iraqi people and the wididrawal 
of all British and US military forces from 
Iraq.” 

The "representatives of the Iraqi peo¬ 
ple” will be elected, or appointed, under 
the illegal Anglo-American military oc¬ 
cupation of Iraq. This means that they 
will be nothing but puppets and quis¬ 
lings. 

One would expect littie better of chair¬ 
man Murray’s Communist Party of Brit¬ 
ain, which has fraternal relations with the 
Communist Party of haq, which has a 
seat on the US gauleiter Paul Bremer’s 
Iraqi ‘governing council’. 

It is sad to note, though, that the So¬ 
cialist Workers Party has endorsed this 
sharp turn to the right. 

Ivor Kenna 
London 

Building a socialist 
alternative 

New Socialist Alliance pamphlet, 

£2 each; discounts for bulk or¬ 
ders. From Socialist Alliance, Crea¬ 
tive House, 82-90 Queensland 
Road, London N7 7 AS; 020 7609 
2999; office@sociahstalhance.net 


ANIMAL 

A new play by Kay 
Adshead from The Red 
Room. Thursday 
September 4 to Saturday 
September 27, 7.30pm; 
Saturday matinee, 3pm 
(except September 6), 
Soho Theatre, 21 Dean 
Street, London W1 

Two tickets for the price of 
one: Thursday September 
4-Tuesday September 9. 

Bookings: 020 7478 0100; 
www.sohotheatre.com 


ACTION 


London Communist Forum 

Sunday September 7, 5pm - ‘Technology, science and society’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of ideology as a study guide. 

Phone 07950 416922 for details. 

Remember Larkin 

Sixtii annual James Larkin commemoration, Saturday September 6. Assemble 
12 noon. Mount Pleasant, Liverpool. March to city centre rally. 
webmaster@jlrfb.com 

Close Dungavel 

Demonstration, 12 noon, Saturday September 6, Dungavel immigration re¬ 
moval/detention centre, Strathaven, South Lanarkshire. Called by Scottish 
Trade Union Congress. 0141-337 8100; ifoyer@stuc.org.uk; www.stuc.org.uk 
Transport from Glasgow and Edinburgh: 0141-337 8100; from London: 
info@defend-asylum.org; from Manchester: manchester@defend- 
asylum.org; from Birmingham: ncadc@ncadc.org.uk; from north-east Eng¬ 
land: ncadc-north-east@ncadc.org.uk 

Anti-Nike 

Protest against sweated labour at Nike ‘fun run’, 9.30 am, Sunday September 
7, Richmond Park, south west London. Meet Barnes rail station (regular trains 
from Waterloo). 

Organised by No Sweat, 07904 431959; www.nosweat.org.uk 

Love music, hate racism 

Carnival, Stoke-on-Trent, Sunday September 7, 12 noon to 8pm, Stoke Sixth 
Form College, Fenton, Stoke-on-Trent, Staffordshire. 

Two stages with live bands and DJs, including Spooks, The Stands, Metz 
and Trix, Skitz and Rodney P, The Mountaineers, Miss Black America, Nicky 
Blackmarket, Emma Feline, Surinder Rattan, Antihero, The Unpeople. 

Coventry and Warwickshire SA 

Local election planning meeting, Thursday September 11. 7.30 pm, Method¬ 
ist Central Hall, Coventry. 

Open forum 

‘Democracy and the Socialist Alliance’, Saturday September 13,1 lam to 3.30pm, 
United Services Club, Gough Street, Birmingham. 

Informal discussion, open to all, including: reports from Birmingham and SA 
national council; left unity inside and outside the alliance; what do we mean 
by a democratic Socialist Alliance? 

Called by SA EC members Steve Godward, Lesley Mahmood, Margaret Man¬ 
ning, Declan O’Neill, Marcus Strom. 

Free Yarl’s Wood Three 

Demonstration, Sunday September 14, 3pm, to free Behari Lemani, Henry 
Momadou, Aliane Ahmed - jaded for their adeged part in tire so-caded ‘riot’ at 
Yarl’s Wood detention centre last year. Wormwood Scmbs prison, Du Cane 
Road, London W12 (nearest tube: East Acton). 

Close all detention centres, all detention prisons. Free all asylum-seekers. 
Called by Trans-European Roma Federation, ustiben.2@ntlworld.com 

CND peace party 

Sunday September 14,12 noon to 7.30pm, Victoria Park, London. Live bands, 
sound systems, performers, kids area, circus acts, information stalls, speak¬ 
ers, food and drink 
020 7700 2393; www.cnduk.org. 

End the occupation 

National demonstration against occupation of Iraq and Palestine, Saturday 
September 27. Assemble Hyde Park, 12 noon. March to Trafalgar Square. 
Organised by Stop the War Coalition. 

NCDAC 

National Coalition of Anti-Deportation Campaigns national meeting, Satur¬ 
day October 11.12 noon to 5.00pm, ARC, 60 Dovecot Street, Stockton on 
Tees. Transport costs for anti-deportation campaigns reimbursed by NCADC; 
lunch provided for all participants; creche available. 

To attend contact nearest coordinator: London and South East England - 020 
7701 5197; north-east England and Scotland - 01642 679298; Greater Man¬ 
chester and North West England - 0161-740 8206; Midlands, Wales and south¬ 
west England - 0121-554 6947. 
ncadc@ncadc.org.uk; http://www.ncadc.org.uk 

Renewing dialogues III 

Marxism and education day seminar, Wednesday October 22, 9.30am to 5pm, 
Clarke Hall, Institute of Education, 20 Bedford Way, London WC1. 

Sessions on identity, Marxism and action; activity theory; Gramsci, religion 
and the curriculum. To reserve a place (free, but limited), contact Glenn 
Rikowski: rikowski@tiscah.co.uk 

Mumia Must Live 

New video showing in support of Mumia Abu-Jamal, US militant framed for 
murder of policeman, at Anarchist Bookfair, Saturday October 25. 3pm, room 
3B. University of London Union, Malet Street (nearest tube: Goodge Street). 
Organised by Mumia Must Live, BCM Box 4771, London WC1N 3XX; 
mumiauk@yahoo.co.uk 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available for you to include the Patty and the struggle 
for communism in your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com. 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


John Marek - www.johnmarek.org 
Cymru Goch - www.cymrugoch.org 


Silent 

partners 


T he virtual collapse of the 
Welsh Socialist Alliance 
has seen the initiative for 
left unity pass to John Marek and 
Cymru Goch. Following comrade 
Marek’s deselection as a Labour 
candidate to the Welsh assembly 
and subsequent re-election as an 
independent AM, he and his left 
nationalist co-thinkers believe 
the time is right to launch a 
Welsh Socialist Party. That 
Tommy Sheridan has recently 
given his blessing to this separa¬ 
tist project should come as no 
surprise. 

Comrades logging on to 
Marek’s website in the hope of 
finding his views on left develop¬ 
ments in Wales will be sorely 
disappointed. His site consists of 
just two pages. The opening page 
carries a photo of “your inde¬ 
pendent candidate for 
Wrexham”, with phone, fax, 
email and snail mail contact 
details. Entering the home page 
proper, we are treated to exactly 
the same photo and design 
format, appended with seven 
news items. These kick off with 
the plan by Wrexham council to 
sell off 13,000 council houses, 
opposed by the John Marek 
Independent Party. Here we are 
informed that his supporters “are 
forming a Welsh socialist party”. 
Teased by this, I eagerly scrolled 
down to the joint Marek-Sheridan 
gathering report for more meaty 
material on the subject. Unfortu¬ 
nately the piece concentrates on 
brief outlines of the main 
contributions and includes some 
shadow-boxing polemic. There 
are no concrete pro-WSP 
proposals, save a call to build a 
base in campaigns, communities 
and workplaces across Wales. 

The next item asks “good 
local activists” to join the Marek 
team in the May 4 council 
elections. Showing a streak of 
ambition often lacking on the 
left, the comrades plan to stand 
50-plus candidates in and around 
Wrexham. Unfortunately there is 
no mention of WSP-related 
activity outside the area. A short 
piece setting out the Wrexham 
voting figures and a couple of 
other articles finish this sparse 
site off. Finally, and to illustrate 
the relationship between Marek 
and CG, credit for the website 
and the articles go to Marc Jones. 

Owing to the lack of informa¬ 
tion about the proposed WSP on 
Marek’s site, my search moved to 
the website of CG itself. Visitors 
are greeted with a relatively 
plain screen. The legend ‘Cymru 
Goch’ commands the centre with 
the links arranged around the 
logo. Starting with ‘Campaigns’, 


we are treated to a blank page 
containing just six words: 
“Current campaigns include: 
Scalp, Nantygwyddion tip.” What 
happened to the campaign 
specifics, comrades? Even just a 
link or contact details would 
have done the job. The ‘Cymru 
Goch’ link summons a short 
article called ‘Who are the Welsh 
socialists?’ The implication that 
CG is the residence for all 
socialists in Wales aside, the 
statement makes the case for a 
particular brand of socialism 
from below, with a sprinkle of 
left nationalist seasoning. 

Moving now to the links page, 
we are treated to an eclectic mix 
of sites. On the one hand we have 
political links; on the other the 
likes of the Welsh Tourist Board 
get a look in. There is a problem 
with some of the links though - a 
number are either broken or else 
lead to blank pages or com¬ 
pletely unrelated sites. For 
example, the SSP link takes us to 
search engine results for lost US 
social security cards! 

Perhaps ‘Latest news’ would 
turn up something interesting on 
the WSP. Unfortunately only 
three links are on offer: an 
online book (A class history of 
Wales by Tim Richards), a 
downloadable firefighters 
poster, and a defunct link to a 
CG-endorsed discussion forum. 
So no sign of the WSP there then. 
‘Latest issue’ links to the archive 
of CG’s paper, YFarter Goch. First 
impressions for our search are 
far from favourable. The last 
issue to be uploaded (available 
only in pdf) dates from Novem¬ 
ber 2002, and the archive 
reaches back patchily to Septem¬ 
ber 1997 (once again broken 
links frequently rear their ugly 
heads, rendering much of this 
section useless). 

Neither of these sites helps 
clarify issues around the WSP, nor 
do they adequately promote 
those they represent. Marek’s site 
in particular is disappointing, 
considering the resources 
available to him as an assembly 
member. At least Cymru Goch 
does have an excuse: clearly 
most of its effort has been put 
into the website of Sere/7 ( Socialist 
Environmental Republican News) - 
a project producing a broad 
monthly activist paper. However, 
information on the WSP is 
restricted to the same statement 
that appears on Marek’s site! With 
Marek and CG remaining tight- 
lipped, it seems for the time being 
that the Weekly Worker is the 
only source available for WSP- 
related news • 

Phil Hamilton 



Not walking away 


A chasm exists between, on the 
one hand, the objective need 
for a genuine workers’ party 
in Britain and, on the other, the 
subjective commitment to build such a 
party from the left, trade unionists, so¬ 
cialists and communists. 

Our current situation arises from de¬ 
feats, not the confident forward march 
of the working class. On a global scale 
the end of the 20th century saw the ideo¬ 
logical victory of capitalism over ‘official 
communism', hi Britain we had the stra¬ 
tegic defeat of the miners. Following this 
came the delabourisation of Labour, the 
rise of Blair and the eclipse of the Labour 
left; the failure of Arthur Scargill’s Social¬ 
ist Labour Party; the continuing sterile 
sectarianism of the left groups; the ram¬ 
pant nationalism of the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party; and an on-off Socialist Alliance 
under the domination of the Socialist 
Workers Party. 

All these factors mean we have a huge 
task ahead of us if we are to build a mass 
party which unites the leading elements 
from across the working class around a 
political programme which can take us 
to victory, to socialism in Europe and to 
global communism and general human 
freedom. 

Our perspective is not for a halfway 
house. Unlike the SWP we do not call 
for a united front of a special kind - a safe 
home, or holding pen, for Labour lefts 
who can then be relayed into the already 
existing ‘revolutionary party’. We do not 
envisage a party of recomposition - es¬ 
sentially a left reformist party that toler¬ 
ates its Marxist minority. The idea of a 
communist-Labour party amounts to the 
same centrist recipe. Our call is for a 
Communist Party. 

Such a party unites the most active 
and class-conscious elements of the 
working class around a revolutionary 
programme. Through freedom of criti¬ 
cism and unity in action, we can make 
that programme a living reality and open 
up the road towards the conquest of po¬ 
litical power by the working class. That 
is what is needed in Britain. If in pursuit 
of such a party we are forced to compro¬ 
mise and end up with a transitionary 
formation (within which we would con¬ 
tinue to work towards what is neces¬ 
sary), then so be it. But we should not 
set out to fail and to be a minority from 
the outset. 

However, a Communist Party cannot 
be simply declared. It must be won 
through struggle. It is for this reason 
that the Socialist Alliance is so impor¬ 
tant. While the unity of the left groups 
and some individuals does not a party 
make, in the absence of a resurgent 
class movement, left unity is not just a 
good idea. It can act as a catalyst for a 
more generalised unity of the class. If 
the Socialist Alliance, or something like 
it, did not exist, it would have to be in¬ 
vented - the absence of a viable left al¬ 
ternative to Tony Blair’s Labour Party 
demands it. 

Communists look to the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance movement (including the SSP, 
which arose out of the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Alliance) as a concretisation of the 
‘party question’ in today’s conditions. 
Not that we ignore or belittle the essen¬ 
tially parallel developments on the La¬ 
bour left and in the trade unions. The 
objective need for the Marxist left to seek 
unity between its various strands and, 
more importantly, with the working class, 
has seen a certain rapprochement take 
place and in some instances decades-old 
baniers come crashing down. 

Of course, this is too much for some. 
Integrity of the sect and recruitment to it 
comes first - the needs of the class a poor 
second. Nevertheless, seen as a proc¬ 
ess the Socialist Alliance challenges 
such sectarianism and contains an inher¬ 
ent partyist logic. Thus the Socialist Al¬ 
liance is a vital arena of struggle. We 


have seen highs: the 2001 general elec¬ 
tion and the agreeing of our programme. 
People before profit. We have also seen 
lows: Peter Taaffe’s Socialist Party de¬ 
camped at the 2001 annual conference 
and after the May 10 conference the 
SWP launched a purge of dissenting 
voices in a vain attempt to smooth the 
way for a ‘Peace and Justice’ lash-up 
with a section of the mosque. This ex¬ 
cused Workers Power's ill-judged walk¬ 
out and deepened disillusionment 
amongst the looser elements of the SA 
independents. 

However, we shall not abandon the 
alliance and the struggle for genuine 
unity on the left. The crisis engineered 
by the SWP’s opportunist appetite for 
the big time is not something we can sim¬ 
ply ignore, hoping it will go away. The 
fight for genuine democracy and a strug¬ 
gle for a new workers’ party must con¬ 
tinue on this terrain, as well as elsewhere 
in the movement. The various ‘mini-me’ 
sects do not challenge the method of the 
SWP - they merely resent the fact that it 
is the biggest. All that old crap needs to 
be put behind us. 

The meeting of Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists in Birmingham on September 13 
is then an important occasion. Those of 
us committed to democracy, transpar¬ 
ency and accountability in the workers’ 
movement must unite to fight back 
against behind-the-scenes manipulation 
and the packing of meetings by the SWP. 

However, democracy is not enough. 
Why do we want democracy in the SA? 


Because an open and democratic culture 
provides the best conditions for the 
perspective of building a new workers’ 
party to win a majority. Through democ¬ 
racy we expose and defeat opportunism. 
The embarrassed dropping of the ‘Peace 
and Justice’ initiative by the SWP is a 
case in point. 

There are those openly calling for an 
abandonment of the Socialist Alliance. 
Workers Power has left, a handful of 
non-aligned activists have taken their 
moralistic bat and ball elsewhere and the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty has de¬ 
clared the SA to be “split”, arguing that 
the “class struggle” elements should 
unite and form a new Socialist Alliance 
(around the AWL’s failed ‘platform’, of 
course). 

None of these perspectives are seri¬ 
ous. We hope that the September 13 
forum in Birmingham will agree a short 
statement and declare a platform in the 
Socialist Alliance that is for democracy 
and a struggle for a new workers’ party. 
Executive members in support of such a 
platform could act as convenors until a 
conference can be organised at a later 
date. 

If such an outcome were to come 
about, the May 3 Committee - which 
composited motions for a party and for 
a paper for the May 10 annual confer¬ 
ence - would no longer be necessary. 
Unity for the pro-party and pro-democ¬ 
racy forces in the Socialist Alliance must 
be our aim • 

Marcus Strom 


Draft platform 

For democracy 

The Socialist Alliance was founded on the principles of tolerance and repre¬ 
sentation of minorities throughout the alliance in order to unite the broadest 
layers of socialist activists and socialist thought. We will campaign for the 
SA to return to this inclusive and democratic state of affairs. Further, we will 
campaign for full implementation of the constitution on all matters relating to 
accountability. 

For socialist principle 

We seek to defend the principles of the Socialist Alliance as outlined in our 
manifesto. People before profit. 

For a party 

The Socialist Alliance should put campaigning for a new workers’ party at 
the centre of its work • 

May 3 Committee 
statement 

Millions of workers feel disenfranchised by New Labour, which governs in 
the interests of war and big business. The emergence of a mass anti-war move¬ 
ment on a global scale and the development of parties such as the Scottish 
Socialist Party and Rifondazione Comunista in Italy show that it is necessary 
and possible to build a workers’ party in today’s conditions. 

It is necessary for all trade unionists, socialists and communists in favour 
of a new workers’ party to combine our efforts in a campaign for a workers’ 
party. 

Such a campaign should function within the Socialist Alliance, make links 
with the Labour left and operate within the broader workers’ movement to 
unite with other socialist and trade union organisations and activists who 
support the founding of a workers’ party • 
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SSP- independent 
capitalist Scotland? 

A round 100 delegates and observ¬ 
ers attended the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party’s national council at 
Glasgow Caledonian University 
on Sunday August 31. 

The most controversial item of the agenda 
was the 5,000-word document written by 
Alan McCombes, ‘After May 1: which way 
forward towards independence and social¬ 
ism?' Besides editing Scottish Socialist 
Voice the comrade functions as the strate¬ 
gic brains behind Tommy Sheridan and the 
SSP’s other MSPs. 

McCombes insists that, despite the Scot¬ 
tish National Party’s lack of success in the 
last Scottish parliamentary elections, the 
mood for independence within the Scottish 
people is not dissipating. He argues that the 
SSP should be taking the lead in the inde¬ 
pendence movement and calls for the set¬ 
ting up of a convention similar to the one 
established to examine the practicalities of 
devolution in the 1980s. 

The point of the SSP taking the initiative 
on this question would be in order to play a 
leading role rather than end up as “junior 
partner" in an SNP-dominated convention, 
which comrade McCombes is anticipating 
it will attempt to launch at its own confer¬ 
ence next month. 

He argues: “The combined second vote 
of the SNP, the SSP and the Greens repre¬ 
sented the highest ever total vote in a Scot¬ 
tish election for parties which stand for an 
end to the union.” Although comrade Mc¬ 
Combes does recognise that those who 
voted for the SSP and the Greens did not do 
so “primarily” because they were for inde¬ 
pendence, he is of the opinion that they 
“were certainly not voting against inde¬ 
pendence”. He also sees possible allies in 
Margo McDonald. Bob Crow and prominent 
Labour leftwinger John McAllion, who re¬ 
cently claimed in the Morning Star that up 
to 40% of Scottish Labour voters supported 
independence - quite where he gets this at 
best vague and certainly dubious statistic 
from is unclear. 

Since the May elections comrade Mc¬ 
Combes has been pushing the practicalities 
of Scottish independence to the fore. At the 
previous meeting of the NC he said that in¬ 
stead of criticising the party’s position on in¬ 
dependence comrades should focus on how 
we can make it work. This paper, although it 
is the logical next step in the thinking of the 
SSP leadership, does raise issues that will not 
sit well with large sections of tire membership. 

Although it is true that those of us who op¬ 
pose the party’s established separatist policy 
are still a small minority, this paper actually 
represents a significant shift on the issue. 

What it effectively calls for is not an “inde¬ 
pendent socialist Scotland”, but independ¬ 
ence, full stop. 

The Committee for a Workers’ Interna¬ 
tional, who agree with the “independent so¬ 
cialist Scotland” line, do not support this 
paper. It is of course typical of the CWI to 
put the word ‘socialist’ in front of a given 
slogan in order to make it acceptable and to 
postpone it to a future date. Philip Stott of 
the CWI argues that this latest turn means 
the dropping of any form of class politics 
from the demand. The document actually 
states: “We make it clear that we are fight¬ 
ing for a socialist republic, but that does not 
mean that we place any conditions on our 
support for independence. Even on a non¬ 
socialist basis, we should support inde¬ 
pendence as a progressive and democratic 
advance and a defeat for capitalism and im¬ 
perialism on a world scale.” 

In fact separation - with or without an ab¬ 
stract ‘socialist’ label - far from being a "pro¬ 
gressive” move, would objectively represent 
a weakening of the working class movement 
in Scotland, Britain and internationally in its 
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Sheridan: 
frontman for 
McCombes’s 
nationalist 
plans 


fight not just to weaken the UK constitutional 
monarchy state, but to smash it. For that task 
the unity of the working class is required, not 
its splintering along national lines. 

The document was written for the NC and 
has had limited circulation within the party 
as a whole - most branches have not seen 
or discussed it. It is likely that even among 
those who support the “independent social¬ 
ist Scotland” position there will be many 


Join the SSP 


Please send me details 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Scottish 
c! Socialist 
'/Parly 


Town/city. 
Postcode 


Phone 


Scottish Socialist Party, 73 Robertson Street, 
Glasgow, G2 8QD. Or phone 0141-2217714 


who will not be able to accept the new line. 
It is also possible that this paper might 
smoke out the Socialist Worker platform 
over the national question - although for the 
moment the SW platfomi still appears to be 
sitting firmly on the fence. 

Some comrades argued for the deferment 
of a vote on the paper until it had been read 
and discussed fully at all levels of the party 
- a more democratic way of dealing with such 
a dramatic shift in policy. 

However, comrade McCombes was in a 
hurry to have the paper agreed before the 
SNP conference next month: so much so 
that it was leaked to the press in what was 
probably an attempt to push through a vote 
at the NC. Murray Ritchie writes in the Glas¬ 
gow Herald of “SSP moves” to put a “con¬ 
vention on independence into action” 
(August 29). 

The aim of this paper by comrade Mc¬ 
Combes is obvious: to win over sections of 
the SNP. This is always an idea popular with 
the SSP leadership - although, while of 
course recruits to socialism are welcome 
wherever they come from, there is something 
seriously wrong when they are won on the 
basis of outdoing the nationalists on their 
own terrain. Our prime target audience 
should surely be the left of the Labour Patty, 
class-conscious workers and trade union¬ 
ists. However, given the increasing tartan 
coloration of the SSP’s socialism, maybe it 


is not so surprising. 

Two votes were taken with regard to com¬ 
rade McCombes’s paper: firstly a call to de¬ 
fer the vote to the next national council in 
October was massively defeated, with only 
18 delegates voting in favour; the second 
vote was to accept the principle of the pa¬ 
per - ie, the setting up of a convention to 
look at campaigning for independence with¬ 
out having to accept the document word for 
word. This vote was passed with only 16 
against. Those who voted for deferment 
were mostly the same comrades who op¬ 
posed its content - the idea being that large 
sections of the party would oppose the idea 
if more time was allowed for it to be widely 
circulated and discussed. This latest turn 
represents yet another blow for those fight¬ 
ing for principled working class unity. 

The meeting also heard reports on ar¬ 
rangements for the September 27 demonstra¬ 
tions against the occupation of Iraq in both 
London and Edinburgh, proposals for the 
2004 SSP conference and the agenda for our 
annual school, Socialism 2003. Other items 
included a paper on developing the wom¬ 
en’s network (a more effective way of de¬ 
veloping the role of women within the party 
than the tokenism of 50-50 representation), 
the European Social Forum in Paris this 
November and various motions from 
branches • 

Sarah McDonald 
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UKRAINE SCAM 


Communist 
Party books 


A PLAN FOR 

MINERS 


WHICH ROAD? 



■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve 
those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in revolu¬ 
tion, those who preferred compromise with capitalism rather than 
its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the USSR 
from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and turns of 
Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. Through¬ 
out there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95/€ll 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and their strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who deserted 
the CPGB in 1992. 

£4.95/€7.75 

■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 

£1.00/€1.50 

■ Towards a Socialist Alliance party 

Jack Conrad’s book argues for the Socialist Alliance to move to 
a higher organisational and political stage. Drawing on an ex¬ 
tensive study of history, this work presents the ways and means 
of arriving at that end. 

£7.00/€U 

Buy all 6 books for £23/€36 and save £8.80/€l4 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 

Please send me a copy of: 
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Global party, not 


L ast week we revealed details of 
a sophisticated con against a 
dozen or so mainly British and 
United States-based groups, 
hatched by a handful of fraudsters in 
the Ukraine (Weekly Worker August 
28). 

Operating as members of the 
Socialist Party’s “international”, the 
Committee for a Workers’ International, 
the same people, using a string of 
aliases, posed as ‘sections’ or sympa¬ 
thisers of other revolutionary organisa¬ 
tions - Workers Power, the Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, Sheila Torrence’s 
Workers Revolutionary Party, the US- 
based League for a Revolutionary 
Party, the Committees of Correspond¬ 
ence (publishers of News and Letters), 
the International BolshevikTendency, 
Socialist Party of Great Britain, etc - 
which in total were stung for thousands 
of pounds - cash that was channelled 
into the Ukrainian section of the CWI via 
its shadowy ‘international department’. 

Besides money the fraudsters got 
their hands on free air flights to all 
manner of different destinations and a 
whole array of office and other such 
equipment. 

The CWI international secretariat 
has now issued a statement, dated 
August 29, which we publish below. The 
CWI condemnation of the “shameful” 
actions of its ‘comrades’ in the Ukraine 
is of course welcome. But several key 
questions remain unanswered. For 
example, how could it happen? Did the 
whole of the CWI’s ‘section’ in the 
Ukraine take part in a conspiracy to 
defraud other sections of the left? Only 
a criminal gang or a closed sect could 
prevent what was going on instantly 
becoming public knowledge. Then there 
is the question of how far the defraud¬ 
ing of other groups went. Were British 
and US-based groups the only ones 
conned? And to what extent did the 
CWI’s organisation in the Common¬ 
wealth of Independent States turn a 
blind eye to the operation of their 
comrades in Kiev? 

Clearly the CWI is not saying 
everything it knows about the various 
money-making schemes. The statement 
talks of warnings previously given to 
the leadership of the Ukrainian section 
“against contact with non-socialist, non- 
revolutionary organisations who had 
offered financial help. The Kiev 
leadership... carried on with these 
contacts and concealed it from the 
CWI.” Who exactly were these “con¬ 
tacts” and why did they not arouse 
suspicion as to the real nature of the 
Ukrainian affiliates in Peter Taaffe’s 
leadership circle? Rumours persist that 
it was the Libyan regime of colonel 
Gaddafi which was being courted as a 
source of funding. 

What is more, it seems to me 
that the list of those involved in 
the scandal is not restricted 
to the Ukraine. One of the 
ringleaders appears to be 
a certain Ilya Budraitskis, 
a Moscow-based CWI 
member, whom I met 
late last year at the 
Paris preparatory 
assembly of the 
European Social 
Forum. Comrade 
Budraitskis told me 
that Attac France 
paid his expenses to 
attend the ESF 
meeting - he and his 
comrades helped to 
establish Attac 
Russia. I conducted 
an interview with 
him, which - not 
wanting his full name to be 


used - he gave as ‘Ilya B’ (see Weekly 
Worker December 12 2002). 

The statement admits that in the past 
the CWI has “on a few occasions” itself 
been “duped into supplying limited 
resources” to groups who have 
“subsequently turned out to be com¬ 
pletely unscrupulous and who did not 
agree with us politically”. This admis¬ 
sion is a telling one. For all its claimed 
rejection of “the idea of building or 
linking up with groupings which can 
have a hollow and phantom existence, 
purely for reasons of international 
prestige”, it is evident that the CWI 
behaves in exactly that way. 

While of course it is entirely praise¬ 
worthy to “build alliances and establish 
contacts” across borders, that is rather 
different from trying to set up clones of 
one’s own organisation in different 


parts of the world with people who 
“agree with us politically” - or claim to. 
There is something absurd about the 
notion that “the task of rebuilding a 
strong, powerful workers’ movement in 
this region” depends upon Taaffe’s 
international sect - the upholders of the 
one true faith - rather than the Ukrain¬ 
ian working class itself. Only those “in 
consonance with the ideas of the CWI” 
are up to that task, it seems. 

In reality the job of revolutionaries in 
every country is to unite into a single 
party that allows the open expression of 
differences - not to remain apart while 
seeking like-minded international 
‘sponsors’ of one’s own tiny grouplet. 
Only on the basis of such parties of the 
working class can a genuine interna¬ 
tional be built • 

Peter Manson 


CWI statement 


I n late July and early August, allegations 
concerning the leadership of the Kiev and 
Ukrainian organisations of the CWI were 
brought to our attention. Serious charges of 
fraud against this leadership in their dealings 
with many left groups internationally were 
made and since then CWI representatives 
have investigated them. Unfortunately, we 
have found that, in substance, these allega¬ 
tions appear to be true. Indeed, when con¬ 
fronted with these charges, the leadership of 
the Ukrainian organisation admitted that they 
had pursued a policy of deception in their 
dealings with many left groups. This was 
done, they claim, in order to obtain “informa¬ 
tion” about these groups, but primarily to 
gather funds from these organisations. 

Up to this time, the leadership of the CWI 
and the international secretariat (IS), as well 
as the international executive committee (IEC), 
were completely unaware that these methods 
were being used. They are totally at variance 
with the longstanding methods, both politi¬ 
cally and organisationally, prac¬ 
tised by our international. 

As soon as it was con¬ 
firmed, by these indi¬ 
viduals in Kiev, that 
these dishonest 
methods had been 
used, we took the 
step of suspending 
the leadership of the 
Kiev and Ukrainian 
organisations. Since 
then, in a visit to Kiev, 
an investigation has 
been conducted 
by the 



CWI and we are now in possession of a more 
detailed picture of what the Ukrainian leader¬ 
ship has done over a period of years in their 
dealings with other political revolutionary 
groups. 

In 1999, there was a discussion in the Kiev 
organisation about the need to find money. 
This led to the establishment of a so-called 
‘international department’ in February 2000, 
which the CWI had no knowledge of and 
which we did not discover until recently. The 
leaders of the Kiev organisation claim that this 
was set up for two specific reasons: 

(a) to gather information internationally on 
political organisations, programme, etc; 

(b) in order to raise money to finance the ac¬ 
tivity of the Kiev and Ukrainian organisation. 

The Kiev leadership sent out emails to 
many left organisations, the exact number of 
which still remains unclear. These secret ap¬ 
proaches were designed to elicit support, in 
the main not from the major international Trot¬ 
skyist or revolutionary organisations - pre¬ 
sumably because this would attract 
immediate attention and would be 
drawn to the attention of the CWI. 
A number of these organisa¬ 
tions responded and some sent 
representatives to Kiev. It seems 
that, when one of these groups 
decided on a visit, the Kiev lead- 

[ ership created, in effect, a dummy 
organisation, which would make fa¬ 
vourable comments to the visiting 
delegation, which in some cases 
would lead to financial rewards and 
support. Some of the Kiev leadership 
in turn visited a number of countries, 
without informing the IS or the lead¬ 
ers or members of the CWI sections 
in the countries which they 
visited. These visits were 
undertaken prima¬ 
rily in order to 
discuss and 
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international fraud 


obtain financial support. 

Financial support was forthcoming, in 
amounts varying from $1,000 to $1,500, to 
small donations of hundreds of dollars from 
a number of organisations. Some of this 
money, claims the Ukrainian leadership, was 
used to finance an office - not to further the 
aims of the organisations who supplied the 
finance, but allegedly to continue with their 
work as the official section of the CWI in the 
Ukraine. In addition to this, equipment, in¬ 
cluding computers and second-hand laptops, 
was furnished to the Kiev and Ukrainian or¬ 
ganisations. At the time that this was done 
we had no knowledge of these dealings. Re¬ 
cently, however, some suspicions were gen¬ 
erated in our Commonwealth of Independent 
States section because of unspecified ru¬ 
mours about what was happening in the 
Ukraine, which were taken up by representa¬ 
tives of the CIS leadership and were vehe¬ 
mently denied by the Ukrainian leadership. If 
any proposals of this character had been 
made to die CWI, we would have immediately 
demanded diat they cease or else these indi¬ 
viduals would no longer have been consid¬ 
ered to be members of the CWI. 

Precisely because the Ukrainian leadership 
understood this, they kept these operations 
completely secret from the international lead¬ 
ership and the membership of the CWI. This 
involved going to considerable lengths in 
employing subterfuge in order to hide these 
fraudulent operations. In seeking to explain 
why they adopted such shameful methods 
of deceit and duplicity, the Kiev and Ukrain¬ 
ian leadership have tried to justify this ‘politi¬ 
cally’ . They insist that it was not purely for 
personal financial gain that they resorted to 
these methods. In a completely twisted and 
amoral distortion of the political opposition 
that the CWI has to other groups on the left, 
these individuals believed that any method 
was justified in order to financially exploit 
them on what was, in effect, a fake and dis¬ 
honest political basis. 

We totally repudiate these methods and 
have done so consistently throughout our 
history. We conduct an honest, open politi¬ 
cal struggle against the ideas and methods 
of political organisations on the left opposed 
to us. We have totally rejected in the past the 
use of dishonest financial methods within the 
labour movement. We have a spotless ban¬ 
ner and honest method on the issue of rais¬ 
ing money. For instance, the right wing in the 
British Labour Party, together with the capi¬ 
talist press in the witch-hunt against the CWI 
section in Britain, Militant (now the Socialist 
Party ), in the 1970s and 1980s, accused us of 
raising money from all sorts of alleged dubi¬ 
ous and ‘foreign’ sources. We answered 
these slanders clearly at the time and we re¬ 
peat here: every penny which we raise comes 
from our members, supporters and from a 
broad layer of sympathisers within the organ¬ 
ised working class movement in each coun¬ 
try where we have a presence and 
internationally. 

The CWI has never received any political 
or financial support from big business, from 
state organisations, from ‘foreign powers’, 
etc. In those cases where we have discov¬ 
ered that groups, individuals or sections of 
the CWI have acted in violation of these revo¬ 
lutionary principles we have not hesitated to 
separate ourselves from them. In the neo¬ 
colonial world, in particular, with the crush¬ 
ing cultural and economic deprivation and 
poverty of the masses, the issue of finance 
and how it is raised by the revolutionary 
movement is a touchstone. Such are the con¬ 
ditions of the masses in these regions that 
historically the finance to launch and support 
workers’ organisations, in large parts of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America, has sometimes not 
come, initially at least, from the pockets of the 
masses, the poor and the working class. 

There are many examples of where mass 
workers’ and even revolutionary parties were 
financed by those leaders who came from a 
bourgeois background, with considerable 
resources, who separated themselves from 
their class and devoted themselves to the 


building of the workers’ movement. This al¬ 
ways carries inherent dangers. It exaggerates 
the role of ‘great leaders’ and individuals. But 
conditions in the neo-colonial world mean that 
if a viable workers’ or revolutionary move¬ 
ment is to be constructed it must receive at 
least some financial support from outside - in 
the main from the workers’ movement of the 
west. However, we have always differentiated 
between raising money from the workers’ 
movement on clear political and solidarity 
grounds and seeking finance from bourgeois 
sources. The latter are ultimately used to cor¬ 
rupt, to disorientate and to bend the work¬ 
ers' organisations in the neo-colonial world 
to reflect the interests of the bourgeois. 

Such is the powerful pressure for scarce 
finance that sometimes the least politically 
steeled and opportunist elements, even in¬ 
side the Marxist and revolutionary move¬ 
ment, can succumb to the temptations of 
receiving finance from unacceptable bour¬ 
geois or state sources. Whenever the CWI 
has been confronted with such a situation, 
we have not hesitated to act in a principled 
fashion. 

We believe that what the Ukrainian leader¬ 
ship has done is on a par with methods we 
have unreservedly condemned in the past. 
These are unacceptable to the CWI. In some 
ways the actions of the Ukrainian leadership 
are more reprehensible than situations we 
have confronted in the past. To set out con¬ 
sciously, as they did, to deliberately defraud 
and take money on false pretences from other 
left organisations is shameful. It is true that 
the economic and cultural conditions of the 
Ukraine are in many respects analogous to 
the situation in the neo-colonial world, cer¬ 
tainly in terns of the standard of living, which 
has plunged since the collapse of Stalinism 
and the return of ‘gangster’ capitalism. For 
instance, according to the World Bank in 2001, 
average annual income in the Ukraine was 
$720, on average the equivalent of $1.90 a 
day! This is combined with the terrible legacy 
of the methods of Stalinism, which undoubt¬ 
edly impinges on the consciousness of some 
layers, including those who claim to stand on 
the left. 

This can quite easily lend itself to an ap¬ 
proach which considers that duplicity and 
acting under a false flag of convenience are 
legitimate methods of struggle on a political 
level. Undoubtedly, these factors played a 
part in shaping the attitude of the Kiev and 
Ukrainian leadership. Even in the west, with 
a much higher standard of living, the terrible 
legacy of Stalinist methods, politically and or¬ 
ganisationally, have had negative effects on 
some avowedly ‘Trotskyist’ organisations. 

However, to describe the objective circum¬ 
stances is not to excuse the totally unaccept¬ 
able methods that were used by the Ukrainian 
leadership. It has come as a profound shock 
to the leadership and members of the CWI 
that such methods can be used and, by their 
own admission, carried out in a “secret na¬ 
ture”. CWI comrades in the neo-colonial who 
have been consulted with regarding these de- 
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Europe: meeting 
the challenge of 
continental unity 


europe 


In his new book of essays Jack Conrad argues against those 
who view the European Union and the single currency with 

trepidation. The unity of capitalist Europe 
is our opportunity to unite the European 
working class into a single combat party - 
a Communist Party of the EU. An 
important step in that direction would be 
a European Socialist Alliance. 
ppl29, £5 or €8 

Now reprinted 



Budraitskis: was the Russian CWI involved in the sting? 


velopments, such as Nigeria, have expressed 
their anger and indignation at the use of such 
methods. The CWI has been the main victim 
of this duplicity. The CIS section of the CWI 
has also been damaged by the use of such 
methods by the Kiev organisation. 

The Ukrainian leadership has admitted that 
their actions were “not discussed with other 
city organisations or with any higher organ 
in the international”. Up to recently, however, 
the Ukrainian leadership has gone to elabo¬ 
rate and quite extraordinary lengths in their 
political duplicity. When some of the CIS lead¬ 
ership did become aware, because of rumours 
that were circulating amongst the CIS left, and 
with one of the Kiev leadership breaking 
ranks, some nine months ago, they con¬ 
fronted the Kiev leadership on the veracity 
of the allegations that were being made. The 
leading group of Oleg Vernik and Boris 
Pastukh, faced with these allegations - which 
by no means revealed the full scale of their 
involvement with other organisations inter¬ 
nationally at that stage - point blank denied 
that anything of the kind had transpired. Even 
the source in Kiev who leaked this informa¬ 
tion at the time then blatantly denied that he 
had alerted the CIS leadership to this situa¬ 
tion. He, in effect, closed ranks with Oleg 
Vernik and Boris Pastukh. 

On previous occasions the CIS leadership 
had warned the Kiev leadership against con¬ 
tact with non-socialist, non-revolutionary 
organisations who had offered financial help. 
The Kiev leadership gave an undertaking to 
desist from any such contact but again “in 
secret” carried on with these contacts and 
concealed it from the CWI. This is not the first 
time in the history of the revolutionary move¬ 
ment that malpractices of this kind - although 
not in this precise way - have been carried 
out. For instance, Trotsky confronted the 
unacceptable methods of Raymond Molinier 
in business dealings, raising cash, etc in the 
1930s and took the drastic step, together with 
the Movement for the Fourth International, 
of separating himself and his supporters from 
Molinier. The workers’ movement interna¬ 
tionally has been occasionally faced with 
examples of fraud and deception, sometimes 
concealed over a considerable period of time, 
before they are brought to light. Only when 
the position had then become clear were the 
appropriate disciplinary procedures adopted. 

In the past, the CWI, like others, has on a 
few occasions been duped into supplying 



limited resources to groups in the neo-colo¬ 
nial world and even in Europe, who have 
subsequently turned out to be completely 
unscrupulous and who did not agree with us 
politically. The only way to guarantee against 
this situation is not to make any attempts to 
build genuine alliances and contacts with 
viable socialist, Marxist and revolutionary 
forces internationally. We reject the idea of 
abandoning attempts to build alliances and 
establish contacts because of what has tran¬ 
spired in the Ukraine. The CWI receives many 
letters, emails, etc from different organisa¬ 
tions who initially agree with our approach, 
perspectives, etc. We do not provide re¬ 
sources to any organisation or grouping with¬ 
out first of all working together with them and 
where possible establishing on the ground 
that there is a common approach in terms of 
perspectives, organisation, strategy, tactics, 
etc. In other words, we reject the idea of build¬ 
ing or linking up with groupings which can 
have a hollow and phantom existence, purely 
for reasons of international prestige. 

Even then, there is a danger, as this inci¬ 
dent has revealed, that dishonest and unscru¬ 
pulous individuals and organisations can 
carry out a policy of deception. This can oc¬ 
cur particularly when access to a country is 
difficult, language problems are unsolved, etc. 
However, it is essential that, once the decep¬ 
tion has been discovered, prompt and deci¬ 
sive action follows. The example of Kiev and 
the Ukraine is so shocking to us because it 
stands out as the only example of this kind of 
deception being carried out against other left 
organisation by people purporting to repre¬ 
sent the CWI. 

In tiie light of what has been stated here, 
and after investigation, the international sec¬ 
retariat of the CWI is taking the following 
steps: 

1. Immediately suspend Oleg Vernik, a mem¬ 
ber of the IEC of the CWI, and to recommend 
his expulsion to the next meeting of the IEC. 
To immediately expel Boris Pastukh, Zakhar 
Popovich, Alexander Zvorskii, Yuri Baranov, 
Yaroslav Ganzenko, Alexei Aryabinskii. 
These individuals are primarily responsible 
for this shameful incident. They will have the 
right to appeal against their expulsion to the 
appropriate bodies. 

2. To suspend immediately the Kiev and 
Ukrainian organisations. We recognise that 
within the ranks of the Ukrainian organisa¬ 
tion are some very good comrades, some of 
whom acquiesced to the dishonest methods 
that were used and some of whom were ig¬ 
norant of what was done. We intend to rec¬ 
ommend to the CIS section of the CWI that 
the rebuilding of the Ukrainian organisation 
is undertaken, in conjunction with the IS of 
the CWI. This will have to be done in such a 
way as to completely separate the organisa¬ 
tion that comes out of this from the methods 
of the previous leadership, who will have no 
influence on the direction, deliberations or 
actions of any Ukrainian or Kiev organisa¬ 
tion which adheres to the CWI. A full politi¬ 
cal discussion will be necessary in Kiev and 
the Ukraine on the perspectives of the CIS 
organisation as a whole and the CWI, in or¬ 
der to ensure that those who wish to remain 
in the CWI do so on a clear political and or¬ 
ganisational basis, in consonance with the 
ideas of the CWI. 

Despite the disappointment that we feel at 
the deception which has been perpetrated 
against other left organisations, and even 
more shamefully against the CWI and its 
membership - we are confident that we can 
rebuild a genuine force of Marxism and Trot¬ 
skyism in the Ukraine and Kiev. We hope in 
this way a line can be drawn under this shame¬ 
ful episode and we can recommence the task 
of rebuilding a strong, powerful workers’ 
movement in this region. 

We would also add that if any organisa¬ 
tion believes they have been duped by these 
individuals and requires further information 
we would be prepared to discuss in complete 
confidence and supply, where possible, in¬ 
formation which would help them to clarify 
their position in these events • 
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PEOPLE’S ASSEMBLY 


Building for September 27 


A gainst the backdrop of the Hutton 
inquiry and the continuing insta¬ 
bility in occupied Iraq, the second 
People’s Assembly - organised by 
the Stop the War Coalition - was held on Sat¬ 
urday August 30 at Friends Meeting House, 
London. 

The stated aim of the assembly was to “in¬ 
dict the government for [its] lies,’’ and to 
provide “a chance for the people of this 
country to voice their opinion against the 
war on Iraq’’. Lindsey German of the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party, convenor of the STWC, 
announced that an estimated 1.000 people 
had attended for all or part of the day. Num¬ 
bers are often hard to gauge, but certainly 
the hall was packed with delegates from anti¬ 
war groups from around the country. Opti¬ 
mism was palpable. 

There was indeed an opportunity for 
speakers from the floor to “voice their opin¬ 
ion against the war”, but from the outset it 
was clear that this meeting could more ac¬ 
curately be called a rally than an assembly. 
Andrew Murray - STWC chair and member 
of the Morning Stars Communist Party of 
Britain - condescendingly stated in his open¬ 
ing address, the People’s Assembly would 
“hear from experts” and from “you, the or¬ 
dinary people ...” But, though time for con¬ 
tributions from the floor was limited, there 
was indeed plenty of interest from the “or¬ 
dinary people”. 

As at all rallies organised by the STWC, 
there is much that is inspiring. With the war 
officially over, the anti-war movement might 
be forgiven if it entered a period of hiberna¬ 
tion. The People’s Assembly dispelled any 
such notion; the consistent message from 
the platform and contributions from the floor 
was that the STWC is not going away. 
Speakers made it clear that there was still 
much to do, pointing to the weakness of the 
Blair government, and the state of chaos that 
exists in Iraq. 

Much discussion hung on the draft dec¬ 
laration. Speaking at the beginning, Jeremy 
Corbyn MP confidently declared that it 
would be passed unamended - and so it was. 
Given the illusions held in some quarters in 
the United Nations, it was pleasing that 
amendments and other motions calling for 
an increased role for the UN in Iraq were 
defeated. This did not prevent Tony Benn 
and others extolling the UN’s splendid demo¬ 
cratic and peaceful principles. 

Hans von Sponeck, a former UN worker 
in Iraq, spoke forcefully and with an obvi¬ 
ous detailed knowledge. His contribution 
was a damning indictment of the govern¬ 
ment, helping to place the anti-war move¬ 
ment at the centre of international debate. 
However, he is clearly one of those who sees 
a way out of the mess in Iraq through the 
UN. 

In this he was backed up by Richard 
Maybin from the CPB: the US/UK must “al¬ 
low the UN to step into Iraq”, he said. “The 
Iraqi governing council is broad-based [but] 
needs the support of the UN”. However, 
John Rees condemned the UN’s role to rap¬ 
turous applause. He and Chris Harman 
(both SWP) carried the assembly with them 
on this point. 

However, the SWP adopted an altogether 
less principled approach when it came to an 
unsuccessful amendment from the Social¬ 
ist Party, which sought to delete the plain¬ 
tive demand that the British government 
“adopt a foreign policy based on principles 
of peace and social justice”. The SP quite 
rightly wanted this removed. Such faith in 
the abilities of the British imperialist state is 
touching, but should have no place in the 
demands of a progressive anti-war move¬ 
ment. Why the SWP chose to stand on prin¬ 
ciple on the UN (Chris Harman spoke very 
well on this matter), but buckle to national 
chauvinism and reformism on this question, 
is anyone’s guess. 

A dominant idea at the assembly was that 
the US-UK invasion on Iraq was a war for 
oil. Speaker after speaker repeated this mis¬ 
placed notion - Alice Mahon MP proudly 
declared: “My four-year-old grandson can 


say it is about oil.” Perhaps those of us who 
are more mature should adopt a more sophis¬ 
ticated approach. After all the US already 
effectively controlled world oil production 
and distribution. 

One of the lightest moments came when 
a very posh woman in a Burberry coat an¬ 
nounced herself as being from Farmers for 
Action. Her solution was quite simple. The 
prime minister’s powers to act on matters of 
war are derived not from parliament, but from 
the queen. Therefore her solution was that 
the anti-war movement “should appeal to 
her majesty” to overturn that upstart, Blair. 

Against the wishes of the SWP and its 
CPB allies, the following motion from Car¬ 
diff Social Forum was narrowly passed: ‘This 
assembly welcomes the founding, since the 
last People’s Assembly, of the Cardiff So¬ 
cial Forum and the Manchester People’s As¬ 
sembly. This assembly calls on coalitions in 
all areas to set up social forums/people’s 
assemblies with the aim of building an anti¬ 
globalisation movement of the scale and 
vitality of the anti-war movement.” 

While not the panacea that many, such as 
Workers Power, think it is, such a resolution 
does attempt to build on the successes of the 
anti-war movement and give it some momen¬ 
tum. Moves to this end are under way, with 
the formal launch of the London Social Fo¬ 
rum (www.londonsocialfomm.org.uk), set to 
take place on October 4 at the London School 
of Economics. Other forums have also been 
set up around the country. 


The gulf 
between 
the desires 
of the 
British 
people and 
the war 
aims of 
parliament 
clearly 
exposed a 
gaping 
democratic 
deficit 


Throughout the day, people’s experience 
of the anti-war movement produced many 
inspired as well as many bizarre ideas. One 
person argued we should all go down to the 
local nick to file a criminal complaint against 
Tony Blair. This suggestion seemed to en¬ 
thuse a section of the audience. 

It is inevitable that comparisons be drawn 
with the first People's Assembly, held on 
March 12, less than a month after the his¬ 
toric anti-war demonstration of February 15. 
A great deal has happened in the relatively 
short time since then. At that time the anti¬ 
war movement was growing rapidly, politi¬ 
cising many in the process - people were 
angry that they were not being listened to. 
The gulf between the desires of the British 
people and the war aims of parliament clearly 
exposed a gaping democratic deficit. That 
first assembly had a real cutting edge. 

Six months on, US-UK forces now occupy 
Iraq. However, the death count is rising daily 
and no weapons of mass destruction have 
been found. Blair’s government - visibly 
shaken by the mass opposition - now faces 
the consequences of all its lying and spin. 
Not only in the form of the Hutton inquiry 
into the suicide of David Kelly, but the pre¬ 
cipitous fall in popular trust. People simply 
do not believe what Blair says any more. 

Nevertheless, this is patently not the same 
anti-war movement as six months ago. Many 
who were active then have faded from the 
scene - at least for the moment. The num¬ 
bers of young people involved seem to have 


dwindled (the average age of delegates was 
noticeably older this time). Perhaps of even 
more relevance is the fact that the previous 
diversity, so celebrated by the STWC, seems 
to have been replaced with a trend back to¬ 
wards the so-called ‘usual suspects’: left¬ 
wingers of various hues, seasoned peace 
campaigners, those mobilised by mosques 
and the euphemistically termed ‘community 
groups’. 

None of this is cause for any great sur¬ 
prise, but it does mean that many of those 
attending the People’s Assembly came from 
established political, ideological or religious 
tendencies. This has made for strange bed¬ 
fellows. 

In his closing remarks, Andrew Murray 
perceptively noted that the STWC had “a 
constituency beyond our wildest dreams ... 
or nightmares”. The conundrum of turning 
that constituency into a “lasting political 
force”, as desired by Lindsey German, is 
what the left needs to consider now. 

While not having the cutting edge or dy¬ 
namism of the first, the second Peoples’ As¬ 
sembly was worthwhile. It was not the 
“workshop for the way ahead”, as Jeremy 
Corbyn hoped at the outset. Such a dynamic 
could only come about if it escaped the 
stage-management of the SWP/CPB lead¬ 
ership. It served more as a rally to boost 
those of us organising to build the Septem¬ 
ber 27 London demonstration against the 
occupation of Iraq • 

Jeremy Butler and Marcus Strom 


Heavy-handed Socialist 


TheSWP’s 
Jonathan Neale 
ended the 
meeting by 
berating 
everyone for 
their sectarian 
behaviour 


O ver 100 people attended the assem¬ 
bly for the European Social Forum at 
the University of London Union on 
August 31. The English mobilising commit¬ 
tee had called the meeting to discuss the 
forthcoming ESF in Paris and to take decisions 
about our intervention. 

Claire Williams, regional convenor for Uni¬ 
son in the north-east and prominent member 
of the Socialist Workers Party, acted as chair, 
and proceedings opened with contributions 
from Kenny Bell (Labour Party member and 
Unison militant close to Red Pepper) and Sam 
Metcalfe (SWP), and then immediately broke 
up into working groups. 

Calls for report-backs from local social fo¬ 
rums by members of Rifondazione Comunista 
(PRC) based in London were put off until later 



in the afternoon. The PRC’s emphasis on 
building local forums is not welcomed by the 
SWP - which, as demonstrated by its attitude 
on the day as well as previous history, frowns 
on the idea, although the comrades never say 
so openly. Unsurprisingly perhaps, the pro¬ 
posed report-backs were never heard. 

Of interest was the fact that Mary Davis 
and Kate Hudson of the Morning Star's 
Communist Party of Britain were in attend¬ 
ance - the first time this organisation has 
graced any ESF meeting with its presence. 
After previously maintaining a studied isola¬ 
tionism, the CPB is now lining up against Ri¬ 
fondazione Comunista and its strategic 
emphasis on the anti-capitalism of the social 
forum movement. 

Nick Wright - a leading CPBer originally 
from the ultra-Stalinite camp of Straight 
Leftistism - has ventured into print, openly 
taking the PRC’s Fausto Bertinotti to task. 
Comrade Bertinotti’s perspectives for Euro¬ 
pean trade union action and the democrati- 
sation of the European Union are dismissed 
as “diversionary" by Wright (Morning Star 
August 22). He and his fellow national so¬ 
cialists want to safeguard the British road to 
‘socialism’ and the Labour Party and to that 
effect the CPB is in the ESF to act as a con¬ 
servative break. 

The only controversial working group was 
that dealing with programme. While a hand¬ 
ful of comrades attended the ‘practicalities’ 
and ‘enlarging the net’ workshops, most 
stayed in the main hall to discuss the key 
political decisions. This group, like the other 
two, had a clear SWP majority. 

The main argument was over the speakers 
for the plenary sessions at the Paris ESF. Ju¬ 
ly’s preparatory meeting in Genoa decided 
to allocate speakers for these sessions 
not on the basis of who would be the 
most worthwhile or stimulating, but 
purely on the basis of nationality 
(proportionally, according to each 
country’s population). Thus 
England and Wales were entitled 
to 13 speakers. 

Jonathan Neale (SWP) pre¬ 
sented the proposals from the 
orogramme committee. Eight 




speakers had been agreed by a clear two- 
thirds majority of the committee and they were 
put forward “by consensus” to be adopted 
by the meeting. The other five were more con¬ 
troversial and had to be voted upon. There 
were 20 names - with five clearly favoured by 
the SWP majority: Alex Callinicos and 
Lindsey German (both SWP), George Gallo¬ 
way MP. Hilary Wainwright (editor of Red 
Pepper) and Jeremy Dear of the National 
Union of Journalists. 

Anita Bressan from the PRC complained 
about how the decisions were being made. 
She demanded to know what groups were 
present and argued that decisions should not 
be made using one group’s majority. 

As is usual on these occasions, SWP 
comrades deigned not to identify them¬ 
selves as such - although of course every¬ 
body knows that the SWP packs meetings 
of the mobilising committee. Mind you, the 
PRC comrades are hardly more forthcoming 
about their own allegiance. Comrade 
Bressan was joined in her criticism by other 
Rifondazione comrades and Teresa Hoskins 
from the London Social Forum, who com¬ 
plained that the way the proposals were 
being put forward did not reflect the deci¬ 
sions of the programme group. Even Nick 
Dearden from War on Want, normally a fel¬ 
low-traveller of the SWP, registered his an¬ 
noyance about the heavy-handed way they 
were forcing decisions through - using num¬ 
bers and ignoring minority viewpoints. 

Basically almost everybody not in the 
SWP seemed unhappy. The majority is of 
course entitled to determine the outcome, but 
surely this can be done in a way which incor¬ 
porates minorities. 

Things became unnecessarily heated. 
SWP hacks led their loyalists in heckling any¬ 
body they did not agree with - and of course 
cheering and clapping loudly when it was one 
of their own. When CPGB comrades pointed 
to concerns about the SWP’s domination of 
the English mobilisation, we were met with 
support from most non-SWP members. Our 
proposal for a Socialist Alliance speaker was, 
however, stonewalled by the SWP. 

The main problem is the lack of any real 
coherent opposition. Representatives of the 
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Iraq demo 

Declaration of the second 
People’s Assembly for Peace 


The first People’s 
Assembly, con¬ 
vened in London by 
the Stop the War 
Coalition in March, 
declared that the 
impending Anglo- 
American attack 
was unlawful, 
unjustifiable and 

lacked the support of the British people. 

This People’s Assembly reaffirms its opposition 
to that war and further declares: 

1. That it is now clear that the government of Tony 
Blair systematically lied to the people and to 
parliament about the threat from Iraq in order to 
manipulate opinion in support of his aggression. In 
particular, intelligence information was falsified 
to sustain the argument that the Iraqi regime 
possessed weapons of mass destruction which 
could be used at short notice. 

2. That this conduct represents a negation of 
democracy, and exposes as fraudulent the 
diplomacy conducted by the British government 
through the United Nations prior to the attack on 
Iraq. 


3. That the government should be held to account 
by the public and parliament for these lies and this 
assault on democracy, and that all its actions be 
opened to full public scrutiny. We need an inquiry 
into the whole war policy and the thousands of 
deaths it caused and is still causing, not just the 
tragic death of Dr David Kelly alone. 

This People’s Assembly further demands an 
end to the illegal Anglo-American occupation of 
Iraq, the transfer of political power in Iraq to 
representatives of the Iraqi people and the 
withdrawal of all British and US military forces 
from Iraq. 

We demand that the British government dissoci¬ 
ate itself from all further wars of aggression 
planned by the US administration under the pretext 
of the ‘war on terror’, 
including any attacks 
on Iran, North Korea, 

Syria, Cuba, Libya or 
elsewhere, and 
adopt instead a 
foreign policy based 
on principles of 
peace and social 
justice* 


Workers Party 


London Social Forum (whose poorly at¬ 
tended meetings are boycotted by the SWP 
as an unwanted diversion), including PRC 
members, displayed an anarchistic disdain for 
democracy itself. 

They were against any votes being taken 
and wanted everything agreed “by consen¬ 
sus”. It was as if they preferred no decisions 
rather than letting the will of the majority over¬ 
ride that of the minority. In fact PRC led a 
walkout when the voting on speakers was 
taking place. The whole workshop collapsed 
into chaos while the SWP voted through their 
recommended speakers. 

The main meeting reconvened to hear es¬ 
sentially uncontroversial reports from the two 
other working groups. Then the programme 
group report-back sparked off yet more 
heated controversy. 

In the interval the SWP had decided that 
Alex Callinicos would stand down from the 
list of proposed ESF speakers, as there had 
been so many complaints that tire SWP were 
over-represented. Comrade Bressan again 
argued that the whole process had been un¬ 
democratic. A vote should not be taken. In¬ 
stead efforts should be made to include all 
groups: “If we base our choice on numbers 
we know who’s going to win.” 

She was invited by the chair and Jonathan 
Neale to put forward an alternative list. How¬ 
ever, just as she began to do so, she was told 
- by the same two - that this option had been 
withdrawn. Again chaos ensued and some 
people began to leave. 

After the SWP-proposed list was carried 
overwhelmingly (see below right), we came 
to the vote on a second representative to join 
Jonathan Neale on the European-wide pro¬ 
gramme group. This is an important body that 
will decide the final agenda and speakers for 
Paris. Liz Hutchins of CND was supported 
by the SWP and CPB. Teresa Hoskins was 
put forward by the London Social Foram. 
Obviously the CND representative won the 
vote. 

Jonathan Neale ended the meeting by be¬ 
rating everyone for their sectarian behaviour. 
What we had just seen, he said, was “cat¬ 
fighting at its worst, at its most divisive”. He 
went on to explain that he was in favour of 


arriving at decisions by consensus - that was 
how it was normally done in the ESF. He 
clearly thought that disagreement over what 
the consensus ought to be was out of place, 
and very much regretted the necessity of 
taking a vote. 

Annoyed by those who had dared to op¬ 
pose the SWP’s agenda, Claire Williams 
wound up the meeting in the most patronis¬ 
ing fashion. She lamented the fact that so 
many people had travelled to London only 
to have their time wasted by argument. We 
should have been happily exchanging tips 
about how to get as many people as possi¬ 
ble booked up on the ESF train (which will 
leave from Victoria station either on the 
evening of November 12 or the morning of 
November 13). 

Other SWP members privately expressed 
concern after the meeting about having gone 
too far. Obviously, alienating the PRC is not 
a good thing. And there were a number of 
questions not discussed - the most impor¬ 
tant being the suggestion that the 2004 ESF 
to be held in London. Rumours are circulat¬ 
ing that the SWP want to run the whole thing 
through Globalise Resistance. Another cause 
for controversy. 

It seems inescapable that, as long as the 
SWP tries to force through its agenda 
through numbers alone, rather than through 
an inclusive approach, there will be resist¬ 
ance. Blaming minorities for that is no way 
forward • 

Anne Me Shane and Alan Fox 

Agreed plenary speakers from 
England and Wales: 

Niama Bouteldja (Progressive Muslim Network); Jeremy Dear 
(NUJ): George Galloway MP; Lindsey German (STWC and 
SWP); Billy Hayes (CWU); Kate Hudson (chair CND and CPB); 
Caroline Lucas (Green Party MEP); Paul Mackney (Natfhe); 
George Monbiot (Guardian journalist): Chris Nineham (Global¬ 
ise Resistance and SWP); Lianna Stuples (Friends of the Earth); 
Hilary Wainwright (Red Pepper): Salma Yaqoob (STWC); Bob 
Crow and Tariq Ali were nominated as reserves in case George Gal¬ 
loway or Caroline Lucas are prevented from speaking by the ESF rule 
prohibiting political parties. 
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CWU next in 
Blair’s sights 


T he Communication Workers 
Union is in the process of 
balloting its 160,000 postal 
workers employed by Royal Mail. The 
CWU is calling for industrial action 
over pay and conditions. 

Members are fed up of having to 
work excessive overtime to earn a 
living wage; their gross earnings are 
20% below the UK average. Pay rates 
before overtime are 40% below, 
according to the office of national 
statistics. 

The bitterness of the dispute has 
been provoked by the duplicitous and 
deceitful way in which senior manage¬ 
ment have handled pay bargaining. 
Royal Mail has implied that the CWU 
has turned down a 14.5% pay rise - a 
figure that was never actually on offer. 
The only money actually on the table 
is 4.5%. This consisted of a 3% rise 
effective from October 6 2003, 
followed by a further 1.5% on April 5 
2004. In essence that works out at 
3% over an 18-month period, com¬ 
pared to the going rate for public 
sector pay, which is 3.5% over a 12- 
month period. With the headline rate 
of inflation standing at 3.1%, this 
offer actually amounts to a pay 
reduction rather than a rise. 

The remaining 10% is not guaran¬ 
teed money - it is, in the union’s words, 
“pie in the sky”. The 10% is linked to 
major restructuring, including a shift 
to a single daily postal delivery and a 
further 8,000-plus redundancies 
(16,000 have already taken place). This 
will have major repercussions on 
sorting and transport operations - the 
workload will greatly increase for 
remaining staff. The 10% is a 
chimera - or a carrot suspended from 
the end of a stick, which the donkey can 
never reach. 

Well, we are not donkeys! We are 
postal workers and we elect our union 
leaders, not management, to represent 
our interests. Allan Leighton (non¬ 
executive chairman) and Adam 
Crozier (executive director, formerly 
head of the Football Association), 
represent their employer (the govern¬ 
ment). 

They claim that they value their 
workforce, but - in true capitalist 
mode - if they value us at all it is only 
as commodities to be exploited at the 
minimum expense, in an industry 
which is now envisaged as part of the 
market economy rather than as a 
service catering for the needs of the 
community. 

Recently Alan Leighton sent out a 
letter addressed to each individual 
postal worker, telling them that in 
effect Royal Mail could not afford to 
pay any more money, given their group 
losses of £611 million last year. 
However, Royal Mail can afford to pay: 
• Alan Leighton an annual perform¬ 
ance-related bonus of £165,420 in 
2003. In total Leighton actually earns 
around £2,000 a day - some 26 times 
greater than the average postal 
worker. 

• chief executive Adam Crozier and 
his deputy, Elmar Toime, a basic 
salary of £500,000 a year. 

• local managers bonuses of between 
£800 and £1,500 for “all the pain in 
recent months”. 

• the average postal worker just £262 
a week. 

The losses referred to by Leighton 
relate in the main to what are excep¬ 
tional items - this year they include 
provision for substantial redundancy 
payments (£449 million has been put 


aside for this purpose). The 2000 
figures include £571 million invested 
in a counter automation project. 

In his latest letter, Leighton hypo¬ 
critically accuses the union of com¬ 
mercial suicide by balloting for 
industrial action. He conveniently 
forgets that Royal Mail has wasted an 
enormous amount of money over the 
last 10 years buying lame duck postal 
companies from around the world. In 
any case, our agenda ought not to be 
determined by such a balance sheet 
approach. We are not responsible for 
the actions of management, who are 
faithfully following New Labour’s cost¬ 
cutting, privatising agenda. We need a 
living wage, irrespective of what Royal 
Mail says it can afford. 

In the same letter Leighton says: 
“The financial results of a strike, 
which would cost up to £20 million per 
day, will ensure that this company will 
not recover, putting everyone’s future 
at risk. Once again the activists don’t 
seem to care.” He goes on: “We are 
prepared for months of strikes 
(potentially to Christmas and beyond). 
Our ability to protect and secure our 
and your future in each and every part 
of the company will have to be re¬ 
examined.” 

Of course he is using scare tactics 
here, but in doing so he is contradict¬ 
ing himself. If, as he says, the com¬ 
pany cannot afford to pay more than a 
4.5% basic, how can they be prepared 
for months of strikes costing £20 
million a day? 

He also reveals his hand when he 
says that the future of the company 
will have to be re-examined. Is this not 
the true Blairite agenda: to “modern¬ 
ise” the company (axing jobs, increas¬ 
ing the workload and minimising 
labour costs) in order to sell it off to 
the private sector as a leaner and 
meaner animal? 

It would suit New Labour politically 
if industrial action were seen to have 
broken the back of the company, 
leaving the government with no 
alternative but to get rid of Royal Mail 
and putting the blame on the union 
with the help of the tabloids. A case of 
killing two birds with one stone. 

So what is to be done? Remember 
Leighton’s remark: “the activists 
don’t seem to care”. We care a lot and 
empathise with our fellow workers - 
which is a damn sight more than can 
be said for someone on £180,000 a 
year. However, we must be clear about 
how we can combat the sort of propa¬ 
ganda which will undoubtedly be 
unleashed against us by the reaction¬ 
ary press and the government in the 
event of strike action. 

It is imperative that the entire left 
unites behind a minimum programme 
of action. We need to campaign 
vigorously for a publicly funded, non- 
profit-making postal service that 
caters for the needs of the public and 
provides decent wages and conditions 
for those who work in it. 

After the defeat of the firefighters 
the CWU is now firmly in New 
Labour’s sights. Like the Fire 
Brigades Union, our union is led by 
Labour lefts such as general secre¬ 
tary Billy Hayes and his recently 
elected deputy, Dave Ward, who 
unseated Blairite John Keggie. We 
must ensure that the CWU does not 
go down in the same way as the FBU. 

In the process we can call a halt on 
Blair’s dehumanising assault of 
privatisation and cuts • 

John Keys 





— 




10 

weekly. , 5 ? 

September4 2003 494 Worker 


REVIEW 



National liberation and the 


J ames Connolly (1868-1916) is one of Ire¬ 
land’s most important and controver¬ 
sial historical figures. The founder of 
Irish Marxism, his legacy has been 
claimed by republicans and socialists alike, 
and not just in Ireland: he is still a major influ¬ 
ence on some sections of the Scottish left, 
and even Arthur Scargill’s Socialist Labour 
Party claims Connolly as its “founder”! Sur¬ 
prisingly, over the last 10 years, his ideas have 
not been much discussed by the left. This is 
why Priscilla Metscher's sympathetic study 
of his life and thought has to be welcomed. 

The book gives an orthodox outline of Con¬ 
nolly’s major theoretical contribution. His 
principal achievement is to have understood 
the relation between nationalism and social¬ 
ism in Ireland, between the national question 
and the class struggle. Many socialists saw 
(and still see) the national struggle as a diver¬ 
sion from class struggle and as being incom¬ 
patible with socialism. Connolly’s 
fundamental teaching is that the struggle for 
national liberation is not opposed to the strug¬ 
gle for socialism, but an integral and neces¬ 
sary part of it. This is why “The cause of 
labour is the cause of Ireland; the cause of 
Ireland is the cause of labour. They cannot 
be dissevered” (J Connolly Collected works 
Vol 2, Dublin 1988, pl75). 

Connolly rejected any subordination of the 
working class to bourgeois nationalism: “As 
a socialist I am prepared to do all one man 
can do to achieve for our motherland her 
rightful heritage - independence; but if you 
ask me to abate one jot or title of the claims of 
social justice in order to conciliate the privi¬ 
leged classes, then I must decline” (ibid Vol 
1, pp307-308). For him, “The socialist of an¬ 
other country is a fellow patriot, as the capi¬ 
talist of my own country is a natural enemy” 
(ibidVo) 2,p4l). 

Connolly’s teaching is not simply that so¬ 
cialists should participate and take a stance 
on the national question, but that they should 
actively seek to give it political leadership. 
This is the classical strategy of the national 
democratic revolution under the hegemony 
of the working class. On the basis of a con¬ 
crete analysis of social forces in Ireland, Con¬ 
nolly concluded that “only the Irish working 
class remain as the incorruptible inheritors of 
the fight for freedom in Ireland” (ibid Vol 1, 
p25). The working class is the only class that 
will be able to lead the national liberation strug¬ 
gle to a successful conclusion. All other so¬ 
cial classes will capitulate and sell out at some 
stage because they are not prepared to risk 
their wealth and power. The genuine motor 
of the national liberation struggle is the pro¬ 
letariat: “Ireland cannot rise to freedom except 
upon the shoulders of the working class, 
knowing its rights and daring to take them” 
(ibidVol I,p455). 

However, it is also hue that Connolly ar¬ 
gued for a strategic alliance with other classes. 
A successful revolution could in the specific 
conditions of Ireland only come about 
through an alliance of all anti-imperialist 
forces: “We are prepared to cooperate with 
all ... even should the aim they set for such 
organisation be far less ambitious than our 
own. We invite the cooperation of all who will 
work with us toward that end” (ibid Vol 2, 
p248) But, while Connolly recognised that 
national liberation required the support of dif¬ 
ferent social forces, he insisted that the work¬ 
ing class had to organise itself independently 
to ensure that the struggle would not be de¬ 
graded by the narrow concerns of the Irish 
capitalist class. 

So it is incorrect to argue that in 1916 Con¬ 
nolly had capitulated to bourgeois national¬ 
ism. On the evening of April 161916,Connolly 
informed members of the Irish Citizens Army: 
“In the event of victory, hold on to your ri¬ 
fles, as those with whom we are fighting may 
stop before our goal is reached. We are for 
economic as well as political liberty” (CD 
Greaves Life and times of James Connolly 
London 1961, p403). 

The working class cannot wait until after 
independence to fight for its own separate 
interests. Labour cannot wait. The separation 
of the movement for independence from the 


Priscilla Metscher James Connolly and the 
reconquest of Ireland Marxist Educational Press/NST, 
University of Minnesota, 2002, pp256, £10 pbk 
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Burning anger: Connolly predicted a carnival of reaction 

struggle for socialism always results in an the protestant workers of their objective in¬ 
outcome against the interests of the masses, terests. The phenomenon of Orangeism was. 

Although the fight for national freedom takes and is, very complex, and Connolly examined 

a logical priority, in that it represents an at- it on the ideological level only, understand- 

tack on the most immediate and most tangi- mg it as religious sectarianism” (pi 13). 

ble manifestation of domination, it cannot be Historians like Henry Patterson and Peter 
chronologically separated from the struggle Gibbon have attacked Connolly for pointing 

for social liberation. To postpone the objec- out that the Orange ideology is a creation of 

five of socialism to a distinct ‘stage’ in the the ruling class. For them, it cannot be ex¬ 
future invites a fomi of independence which plained as simply a product of unionist ideo- 

is necessarily on the terms favouring vested logical hegemony: it is a relatively 

interests. autonomous expression of protestant work¬ 

ing class interest within the formation of Ul- 
Loyalism ster society in the 18th and 19th century. 

Metscher offers a substantial analysis of However, they neglect “to consider the his- 

Connolly’s interpretation of sectarianism and torical fact that Orangeism, which undoubt- 

of the divisions within the working class - a edly arose from certain traditions within the 

subject very relevant today. For Connolly, protestant section of the working class, was 

protestant workers are “slaves in spirit be- also the outcome of a deliberate policy of di¬ 
cause they have been reared up among a vide and conquer” (ibid). It was, for example, 

people whose conditions of servitude were openly used as a weapon to suppress the 

more slavish than their own" (ibid Vol 1, p386). United Irishmen in the 18th century. 

By contrast, catholic workers are “rebels in As an alternative to the undialectical argu- 
spirit and democratic in feeling because for ments of Patterson and Gibbon, Metscher 

hundreds of years they have found no class points out that Orangeism is simultaneously 

as lowly paid or as hardly treated as them- part of protestant working class culture and 

selves” (ibid). Sloganising abstractly around a weapon directed against the objective in- 

“working class unity” in the Six Counties is terests of the protestant workers by dividing 

not progressive because it fails to confront the working class - “and Connolly was keenly 

the reactionary nature of loyalism, and prac- aware of this danger” (pi 17). She concludes 

tically condemns the most oppressed sec- that “even had Connolly been able to fathom 

tions of the working class to subordinate their the full complexities of Orangeism, it is ques- 

democratic revolt and interests to the back- tionable whether he could have achieved 

wardness of the loyalist labour aristocracy. more than he did in the Belfast of his times" 
Connolly’s position has been heavily criti- (ibid). Connolly also clearly understood the 
cised, and Metscher brilliantly outlines the dangers of partition and had warned that 
nature of the polemic: “Connolly underesti- partition “would mean a carnival of reaction 
mated the difficulties involved in convincing both north and south and would set back the 
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wheels of progress” (J Connolly Collected 
works Dublin 1988, Vol 1, p393). Subsequent 
history proved him absolutely right on that 
point, but Metscher unfortunately does not 
discuss this matter further. 

Religion 

One of Connolly’s major theoretical contri¬ 
bution was his discussion of the relations 
between socialism and religion. His views on 
that matter are fairly original and atypical. The 
reason why Connolly engaged with the sub¬ 
ject is that a great proportion of the Irish 
working class was influenced by the Roman 
catholic religion. The catholic hierarchy was 
trying to keep workers away from socialism 
by saying that socialism and the Christian 
religion were incompatible and antagonistic. 
The priests pointed out that socialism, espe¬ 
cially in its Marxist form, was intrinsically 
bound up with materialism and atheism; so it 
is impossible for workers to be socialist and 
Christian at the same time. 

Connolly struggled ideologically against 
this position, and tried to demonstrate to the 
workers that they could be socialists and 
good catholics at the same time. His position 
was a version of the old adage, ‘Render to 
Caesar what is Caesar’s and to god what is 
god’s’. For Connolly, socialism is concerned 
solely with political, social and economic is¬ 
sues; all other matters are beyond its scope: 
“Socialists are bound as socialists only to the 
acceptance of one great principle - the own¬ 
ership and control of wealth-producing power 
by the state, and that therefore totally antago¬ 
nistic interpretations of the Bible, or of proph¬ 
ecy and revelation, theories of marriage and 
of history may be held by socialists without 
in the slightest degree interfering with their 
activities as such or with their proper classi¬ 
fication as supporters of the socialist doc¬ 
trine” (J Connolly Collected works Dublin 
1988, Vol 2, pp383-384). 

Socialism deals with facts explainable by 
reason; religion has to do with theological 
matters and faith. Religion is totally outside 
the realm of socialist discussion; it is a pri¬ 
vate affair: “Socialism, as a party, bases itself 
upon its knowledge of facts, of economic 
truths, and leaves the building up of religious 
ideals or faiths to the outside public, or to its 
individual members if they so will. It is nei¬ 
ther freethinker, nor Christian, Turk nor Jew, 
buddhist nor idolater. Mohammedan nor 
Parsee - it is only human” (ibid Vol 2, p238). 
There is an absolute separation between so¬ 
cialist and religious issues, so there should 
be no necessary conflict between socialism 
and religion. 

Metscher is surprisingly weak and suc¬ 
cinct in her discussion of Connolly’s posi¬ 
tion. She notes that his writings on religion 
“not only illustrate how keenly aware Con¬ 
nolly was of the significant role that Catholi¬ 
cism could play in the Irish road to socialism; 
they also show Connolly’s extreme sensitiv¬ 
ity to the religious feelings of the catholic 
worker” (pl28). Some socialists have criticised 
Connolly for making too many concessions 
to religion, but Metscher does not discuss 
those objections. She could also have con¬ 
trasted Connolly’s attitude to the catholic 
church with that of Rosa Luxemburg in Po¬ 
land. 

Sexual politics 

The book is far better in discussing Connol¬ 
ly’s position on sexual questions. Sexual re¬ 
lations, according to Connolly, are - like 
religion - beyond the bounds of socialism: “I 
personally reject every attempt, no matter by 
whom made, to identify socialism with any 
theory of marriage or sexual relations.” (J 
Connolly Collected works Dublin 1988, Vol 
2, p238). Metscher is right to criticise him: “It 
is unfortunate that he should have relegated 
gender relationships to the private sphere. He 
was doubtless right in asserting that the abo¬ 
lition of the capitalist system would solve the 
economic side of the woman question”, but 
to him “the question of man'iage, of divorce, 
of paternity, of the equality of woman with 
man are physical and sexual questions”. 

Connolly “did not see that gender relation- 
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ships are basically social relationships, which 
in aim are tied up with traditional patriarchal 
concepts of the family and of women's role 
within the family. Thus, he failed to understand 
divorce as a fundamental democratic right. He 
saw the emancipation of women basically as 
economic and political emancipation. Connol¬ 
ly’s statements on marriage and divorce were 
certainly a step behind the ideas of democra- 
tisation of gender relationships advocated by 
the early Irish socialist, William Thompson, 
forexample” (ppl57-158). 

The author outlines the different phases 
of Connolly’s career as an activist, as well 
as explaining their historical context. Con¬ 
nolly was the first to see the necessity of 
organising a genuinely Irish socialist party 
that recognised the needs of the Irish peo¬ 
ple as distinct from Britain. In 1896, he 
fomied the Irish Socialist Republican Party 
(ISRP). He was able to secure independent 
Irish representation at the international con¬ 
ference of socialist parties in Paris in 1900. 
Metscher shows that the ISRP programme 
may perhaps have lacked the political sharp¬ 
ness of the Russian Social Democratic La¬ 
bour Party, for example, but on one point was 
more advanced than any other party in the 
British Isles: whereas other parties pursued 
a “colonial socialist policy” of home rule for 
British colonies and dependencies, the ISRP 
clearly stood out against British imperialism 
and for national self-determination. 

The party was very weak, mainly based in 
Dublin, with no real influence among indus¬ 
trial workers and just a few dozen members. It 
nevertheless played a role in the centenary 
celebrations of the 1798 insurrection, the pro¬ 
test against the Queen Victoria jubilee and the 
Boer War. When Connolly emigrated to the 
USA in 1903, his experience had led him to 
believe that a political party had little value as 
an organisational mode of mass mobilisation. 
Being on the left of the Second International, 
however, he understood that trying to create 
socialism gradually through parliamentary 
measures led to an impasse. 

Syndicalism 

In the USA, Connolly was very impressed 
by syndicalism through the theory and prac¬ 
tice of the American socialist, Daniel De 
Leon. Syndicalism is a socialist current that 
seeks to overthrow capitalism and the state 
by primarily, if not purely, industrial organi¬ 
sation and struggle. If political parties and 
action lead to reformism, to destroy capital¬ 
ism the working class must concentrate on 
the industrial battlefield. Syndicalism seeks 
to mobilise all grades of workers in a single 
revolutionary trade union organisation, the 
“one big union”. Although Connolly still 
advocated the use of political action and 
organisation, he relegated them to a second¬ 
ary position. 

Thus in his ‘Socialism made easy’, Con¬ 
nolly downgrades the political struggle: “The 
fight for the conquest of the political state is 
not the battle; it is only the echo of the battle. 
The real battle is the battle being fought every 
day for the power to control industry” (P 
Berresford Ellis James Connolly: selected 
writings London 1973, pl59). Political action 
is important, but only as an accompaniment 
to action in the workshop. Metscher notes 
that, “despite his ardent advocacy of indus¬ 
trial unionism. Connolly never rejected po¬ 
litical action. It was to occupy his attention 
more and more after his return to Ireland” 
(p!38). 

Unfortunately though, Connolly never 
placed the party (be it the ISRP or its succes¬ 
sor, the Socialist Party of Ireland, founded in 
1909) at the centre of his attention. His main 
energies went into the trade union ( the Irish 
Transport and General Workers Union, 
founded 1908), not the party. Connolly 
formed political parties, but failed to attach 
central importance to them. His failure to es¬ 
tablish a vanguard party resulted in a situa¬ 
tion where there were no trained and 
experienced revolutionary leaders to take his 
place. Political class consciousness does not 
spontaneously grow from trade union con¬ 
sciousness, and industrially organised work¬ 


ers will not spontaneously result in politically 
organised workers. 

History proved that the mass strike would 
not spontaneously transform itself into a po¬ 
litical insurrection. The 1913 mass strike in 
Dublin did not lead to a mass political insur¬ 
rection. The insurrection happened at Easter 
1916, but without broad mass involvement. 
The merging of the two could only be organi¬ 
cally mediated by a party. 1913 showed the 
irruption of the working class onto the Irish 
scene, but simultaneously showed the weak¬ 
ness of the political organisation of that class. 
Ireland at that time possessed the objective 
conditions for revolution, but the subjective 
conditions lagged far behind. 

The point is that the organisational theo¬ 
ries of Connolly meant that, once he was 
killed, the full revolutionary potential of the 
labour movement began to degenerate with¬ 
out anything to prevent it doing so. The 
working class in Ireland, famed for its mili¬ 
tancy, became prey to the leadership of op¬ 
portunists. The fact that the Socialist Party 
of Ireland was a loose, centrist organisation 
and the very all-embracing nature of the 
ITGWU meant that the workers’ movement 
had no ideologically trained vanguard to re¬ 
sist the replacement of Connolly and Larkin 
by opportunists like William O Brien. The 
Citizen Army, under the new leadership of 
lames O Neill, became an uninfluential group 
which eventually ceased to exist for all prac¬ 
tical purposes. 

All this was not unconnected to the influ¬ 
ence syndicalism exerted on Connolly; indeed 
syndicalism provided fertile ground for op¬ 
portunism to flourish. He had the right politi¬ 
cal analysis, but was unable to draw the 
correct organisational conclusions from it. 

Far-sighted 

However, Connolly nevertheless was the 
most far-sighted socialist in the British Isles 
in regards to the military organisation of the 
working class. The Irish Citizen Army was 
founded in 1913 to give protection to the 
workers during the Dublin lockout. Hailed as 
the first Red Army in Europe, it was highly 
significant: “An armed organisation of the 
Irish working class is a phenomenon in Ire¬ 
land. Hitherto the workers of Ireland have 
fought as part of their armies led by their 
masters, never as members of an army 
officered, trained and inspired by men of their 
own class. Now, with aims in then hands, their 
propose to steer their own course, to carve 
their own future” (J Connolly Collected 
works Dublin 1988, Vol 2, pp92-93). 

Connolly understood the importance of 
arming the masses and creating workers’ 
militia, but the Citizen Army was conceived 
as the armed wing of the ITGWU, in the same 
way as the Socialist Party was its political 
wing. That limited its political potential. 

Nevertheless, the Citizens Army managed 
to play a decisive role once World War I 


started. Connolly hoped that the working 
class in the different European countries 
would revolt against the war: “Should the 
working class of Europe, rather than slaugh¬ 
ter each other for the benefit of kings and fin¬ 
anciers, proceed tomorrow to erect barricades 
all over Europe, to break up bridges and de¬ 
stroy the transport service that war might be 
abolished, we should be perfectly justified in 
following such a glorious example and con¬ 
tributing our aid to the final dethronement of 
the vulture classes that rule and rob the 
world” (J Connolly Collected works Dublin 
1988, Vol l,p415). 

Unfortunately, this did not happen. But 
that did not discourage lames Connolly from 
preparing for the insurrection against those 
“vulture classes” in Ireland, hoping that this 
might inspire and help a similar process in 
other countries: “Starting this, Ireland may yet 
set a torch to a European conflagration that 
will not bum out until the last throne and the 
last capitalist bond and debenture will be 
shrivelled on the funeral pyre of the last war¬ 
lord” ( ibidWol l,p416). 

When the war started, this “should have 
been taken as the tocsin for social revolution” 
(ibid Vol 2, p55). hr this process, the Citizens 
Army had a leading role to play: “Holding 
such views, we have at all times combated 
the idea of war; held that we have no foreign 
enemies outside of our own ruling class; held 
that if we are compelled to go to war we had 
much rather fight that ruling class than any 
other, and taught in season and out of sea¬ 
son that it is the duty of the working class in 
self-protection to organise its own force to 
resist the force of the master class” ( ibid Vol 
2,p50). 

While Connolly was calling for the trans- 
fomration of the imperialist war into a civil war, 
Metscher explains that he never developed 
Lenin’s position of revolutionary defeatism. 
Connolly thought that a victory of Germany 
over Britain would be the lesser of two evils, 
and wrote a number of pro-German articles: 
“Undoubtedly, much of what Connolly wrote 
during this period was directly 
propagandistic, aimed at combating British 
jingoism and anti-German fever - hence his 
insistence that Britain was the main enemy 
of the Irish people - but his arguments con¬ 
cerning the imperialist nature of the war lack 
the perspicacity and directness which are 
evident in Lenin's articles of the same period” 
(p!84). 

Priscilla Metscher’s book is a useful work. 
She clearly shows the originality and 
strengths of Connolly, without failing to be 
uncritical. However, it is disappointing that 
she does not discuss the contemporary rel¬ 
evance (or irrelevance) of Connolly’s thought 
for the 21st century. In the absence of such 
discussion, it gives the impression that he is 
simply a figure of historical interest. Connolly 
deserves more than that • 

Liam O Ruairc 



Follow the lead 


After the summer break, it is down to 
the serious work of regular fundrais¬ 
ing once again. 

The Weekly Worker needs £500 
every month over and above its in¬ 
come from sales and subscriptions 
just to meet its running costs - some¬ 
thing recognised by comrade LT, 
who writes: “Please find enclosed a 
cheque for £10 - a bit less than I nor¬ 
mally send - but you will be pleased 
to hear that this is because I have 
decided to take out a standing order 
instead. Check your account.” 

I did, comrade, and was pleased to 
see your £20 among the other dona¬ 


tions - let me take this opportunity in 
this context to thank those other regu¬ 
lars whose contributions also appear: 
most notably MM, DO, RW, PC and 
the comrades from the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group. 

This month we already have £85 
(including standing orders). Not bad 
for three days, but we could do with 
a lot more readers to follow the lead 
of LT. Any offers? • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, 
or send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 


What we 
fight for 

■ Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communists Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the 
left. In reality they are confessional sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

■ Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists oppose the neo-conservative war plans of 
the Project for the New American Century and all imperial¬ 
ist wars but constantly strive to bring to the fore the funda¬ 
mental question - ending war is bound up with ending capi¬ 
talism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

■ Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capi¬ 
talism can only be superseded globally. All forms of na¬ 
tionalist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions 
transformed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

■ Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 

It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

■ Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 

■ All who accept these principles are urged to join the 
Communist Party. 
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Impasse 
demands 
working class 
response 


Bush’s Middle 

plans in meltdown 



A s predicted by many observ¬ 
ers, including in this paper, 
Bush’s ‘road map’ - the blue¬ 
print for a captive pro-US, pro- 
Israeli Palestinian bantustan in parts of 
the occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip 
- is in deep trouble. 

First we have the breakdown, deliber¬ 
ately provoked by the Israeli govern¬ 
ment, of the fragile ceasefire declared by 
the Palestinian militant organisations - 
principally the islamist-nationalist Hamas 
- and the plunging of the territories back 
into despair, rage and the quest for venge¬ 
ance against Zionist crimes. And to add 
to Bush’s Middle Eastern problems there 
has been the escalation of violence in 
Iraq - some of it directed at the imperialist 
occupiers; some of it involving provoca¬ 
tive and vicious mass murder by shad¬ 
owy bombers. Iraq’s most senior shia 
cleric, Mohammad Baqir al-Hakim, along 
with nearly 100 shia worshippers at the 
Imam Ali mosque in Najaf, fell victim to a 
powerful car bomb. 

Such has been the impact of these cu¬ 
mulative events that Bush, who previ¬ 
ously appeared odds-on to be re-elected 
in the presidential elections in Novem¬ 
ber next year, now looks distinctly vul¬ 
nerable. 

A range of dire possibilities have 
opened up before the Bush administra¬ 
tion. It is not only political-military re¬ 
verses that threaten them in this situation, 
but also potentially economic repercus¬ 
sions as well, with the projected cost of 
occupying, ‘pacifying’ and rebuilding 
some semblance of infrastructure in Iraq 
being of the order of many tens of bil¬ 
lions of dollars. 

No wonder the Bush administration 
has now let it be known that it wants the 
United Nations to have a ‘role’ in admin¬ 
istering (and more importantly paying for, 
both in terms of funding and supplying 
cannon-fodder) the occupation of Iraq - 
previously this suggestion was dis¬ 
missed as akin to treason. 

The whole caboodle - the seeming fail¬ 
ure of the ‘road map’, the bloody mess 
the coalition has made of Iraq - threatens 
Bush with dire consequences if he can¬ 
not find some way to pull his chestnuts 
out of the fire. 

The Hamas ceasefire (followed by 
those of the smaller Islamic lihad and the 
secular nationalist armed group known 
as the A1 Aqsa Martyrs Brigade) in the 
occupied territories, which lasted a few 
short weeks, was deliberately under¬ 
mined by the Sharon government con¬ 
tinuing to engage in ‘targeted killings’ 
(political assassination) of militants while 
the ceasefires were in place. Irrespective 
of the deeply reactionary components in¬ 
herent in Hamas’s islamist politics, no 
armed organisation of an oppressed peo¬ 
ple, of whatever political stripe, could 
possibly accept a ‘ceasefire’ when the 
other side feels completely at liberty to 
continue its selective assassinations. 
During the period when the militias 


were on ceasefire, Israeli forces killed two 
leading Hamas activists - Hamis Abu 
Salam and Faiz al-Sadar - on August 8 in 
Nablus. In response, Hamas and the A1 
Aqsa brigade engaged in two attacks 
that killed one Israeli soldier and one ci¬ 
vilian is a shopping centre. Then on 
August 14 in Hebron, Israel killed Mo¬ 
hammed Sidr, a leading Islamic Jihad mili¬ 
tant. The response this time, on August 
20, was a deadly suicide bombing of a 
Jerusalem bus, killing 20 Israeli civilians 
and injuring many more. The final act in 
the destruction of the Hamas/Jihad/Al 
Aqsa ceasefire came on August 21, when 
the Israelis killed a very senior Hamas 
leader, Ismail Abu Shanab, in a rocket at¬ 
tack on a car in which two others were 
also killed. 

Attacks on Israeli civilians, such as the 
Jerusalem bus bombing, are of course in¬ 
defensible and should be condemned 
outright. Just as much as the killings of 
Palestinian civilians by the Israeli occu¬ 
pation forces, whose toll has been sev¬ 
eral times that of Israeli civilian casualties 
during the second intifada. It is also ob¬ 
vious that the Israeli government, with 
the blessing of Bush, knew full well that 
the response to its continuation of po¬ 
litical assassinations during the ceasefire 
would lead to such consequences. By 
demanding repression by the Palestin¬ 
ian Authority against Palestinian ‘mili¬ 
tant’ organisations even during a 
ceasefire, repression that even US-client 
Palestinian prime minister Abu Mazen 
found politically impossible to cany out, 
this so-called ‘peace plan’ effectively 
authorised the wrecking of the Hamas/ 
Jihad ceasefires by the Israelis. 

This fact alone exposes the reaction¬ 
ary nature of the ‘road map’ in providing 
political cover for Sharon’s real pro¬ 
gramme of ensuring that the Palestinian 
Authority is a dead duck and, eventu¬ 
ally perhaps, expelling the Palestinians en 
masse from the territories, particularly 
from the West Bank. The Sharon regime 
refers to the West Bank in its official 
propaganda as ‘Judea and Samaria’ - ie, 
sacred Jewish territory - even as it pre¬ 
tends to negotiate peace. The extreme 
chauvinist language of the Israelis brings 
to mind the designation of Kosova as the 
sacred Serbian province of ‘Kosovo and 
Metohija’ by Milosevic’s genocidal 
thugs, as they prepared the mass expul¬ 
sion of ethnic Albanians from that terri¬ 
tory in the late 1990s. 

In this context, the relevance of the as¬ 
sassination of Abu Shanab, in supposed 
‘retaliation’ for the Jerusalem bus-bomb¬ 
ing, becomes clear. From the point of view 
of an Israeli regime that was trying to 
salvage some kind of peace accord, this 
act was positively senseless. 

It does, however, make perfect sense 
if the Israeli aim was to destroy once and 
for all any prospect of negotiations with 
Palestinian militants. For Abu Shanab 
was the architect of the Hamas ceasefire. 
Somewhat unusually for a leading mem¬ 



ber of Hamas, an organisation which 
generally indulges in fiery Arab nation¬ 
alist rhetoric about ‘freeing’ all Palestine 
‘from the river to the sea’, Abu Shanab 
was on public record as advocating a 
two-state solution to the Israel-Palestine 
question. 

While the official line of Hamas is to 
continue fighting until Israel is destroyed 
and replaced with a Palestinian islamic 
state, Abu Shanab talked openly of ac¬ 
cepting a two-state solution - at least for 
the time being. 

“Let’s be frank,’’ he told the Jerusalem 
Post, “we cannot destroy Israel. The prac¬ 
tical solution is for us to have a state 
alongside Israel. When we build a Pales¬ 
tinian state, we will not need these mili¬ 
tias. All the needs for attack will stop. 
Everything will change into a civil life.” 

Interviewed by Ted Koppel of the 
American ABC News channel in June, 
he insisted that Palestinians were willing 
to stop all kinds of violence in exchange 
for an Israeli withdrawal. Surprisingly, 
perhaps, he looked towards the US to fa¬ 
cilitate that process. 

The Israeli regime responded to such 
reportage with the cynical comment that 
“As a group, as a leadership of a terror¬ 
ist organisation, beyond individual dif¬ 
ferences they are all responsible and 
participating in the planning” - which of 


course is generally true for armed organi¬ 
sations of whatever stripe ( The Guard¬ 
ian August 22). This ‘the only good one 
is a dead one’ ethos only makes sense if 
the Sharon regime is itself utterly op¬ 
posed to any two-state solution. 

In reality, its programme is one of cre¬ 
ating the political conditions for getting 
rid of the Arab inhabitants of the occu¬ 
pied territories altogether. In this context, 
such measures as the building of the ‘se¬ 
curity wall’ - effectively annexing outright 
to Israel considerable chunks of West 
Bank land in the name of keeping out ‘ter¬ 
rorists’ - looks like only the stall. Settle¬ 
ments beyond the wall will continue - no 
doubt the wall will be moved as appro¬ 
priate to annex more and more Palestin¬ 
ian territory. Thus, towards the ‘road 
map’, there is very little diplomatic ambi¬ 
guity left in the stance of the Israelis. Sha¬ 
ron has effectively buried it, and there is 
little that Bush can do about that other 
than echoing Israeli denunciation of 
Hamas for ‘terrorism’. 

Communists welcome the seeming col¬ 
lapse of the ‘road map’ as at least an ex¬ 
ercise in some honesty. It was always 
obvious that, for all their democratic pre¬ 
tensions and their talk about ‘human 
rights’, the imperialists are not remotely 
interested in equal rights or justice for the 
Palestinians, least of all a viable Palestin¬ 
ian state with real political independence 
and freedom of action. 

In reality, the programme of two states 
is a transitional, democratic demand that 
belongs to a programme of the working 
class: a concrete step towards the dis¬ 
solution of the murderous national ha¬ 
treds and antagonisms to which the 
Zionist project has given birth in the Mid¬ 
dle East. The fact that even elements of 
Hamas stand higher than the Zionists on 
the terrain of democracy speaks volumes 
for the reactionary, oppressive and 
predatory nature of Zionism as a politi¬ 
cal programme. 

Llamas is a mutant-nationalist organi¬ 
sation whose ‘charter’ contains a fair¬ 


sprinkling of mumbo-jumbo hosannas to 
allah, as well as a peculiar combination 
of fairly accurate denunciations of the 
Nazi-like treatment of Arabs by Israel. 
But it also contains citations from the 
anti-semitic tsarist tract The protocols of 
the elders of Zion, together with claims 
that Arabs have fallen victim to the im¬ 
aginary conspiracies laid out in that re¬ 
actionary and libellous forgery. 

The latter belief is a sign above all of 
the backwardness that Zionist oppres¬ 
sion has bequeathed to many on the re¬ 
ceiving end of its terror and abuse - this 
piece of irrational demonology was a 
commonly held belief among the Euro¬ 
pean bourgeoisie before World War II, 
not simply among the followers of Hit¬ 
ler. Now it is utterly discredited - except 
among many victims of Israeli terror. 
Though even the ‘from the river to the 
sea’ Hamas ‘charter’ calls for toleration 
of all religions (including Judaism) un¬ 
der a ‘liberated’ islamic Palestine, the 
growth of such reactionary beliefs 
among the victims of Israel only gives 
emphasis to Trotsky’s prediction that the 
Zionist project would create a death-trap 
for Jews. 

The only road to liberation for the Ar¬ 
abs, and to real peace and security for 
the Jewish population of Israel also, lies 
through the crystallisation of a class axis 
of struggle in the Middle East. This con¬ 
cretely will involve Israeli and Arab work¬ 
ers struggling to uphold each other’s 
rights to equality and nationhood - with 
of course the bulk of the onus being on 
the Israeli workers, given that ‘their’ state 
is a monstrous oppressor of the Pales¬ 
tinians. 

This must involve a rebirth of a genu¬ 
ine communist movement among both 
peoples, and complete class independ¬ 
ence from all the various treacherous 
schemes periodically hatched by the 
imperialists, the Israelis - and indeed the 
various local reactionary Arab regimes 
as well* 

Ian Donovan 
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